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THE COMFORT OF 
THE SCRIPTURES 


PART 2 


By R. L. Kilpatrick 


In place of an editorial for Uis issue, we're going to delve di- 
rectly into the subject of which we left off in the last issue, "The Com- 
Sort of the Scriptares.” But let us say first that we hope and pray that 
everyone had a great holiday season, that it may have reminded us of 
happy times, of family values, of close jriends/aps, and most of ail that 
our Lord Jesus was born into Uts sin-filled earth with the objective of 
removing us from our destirty of hopelessness and destruction. 
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THE LAW OF CHRIST 


I am convinced that God is on our side; that He takes no joy n 
His retribution for sin,, and that he has taken away the roadblocks that 
would prevent one from achieving eternal life—namely, law. It is here 
that we find it most difficuk’ to make ourselves clear. To speak ad- 
versely of law makes it appear that we are a7dinomians (those who 
are against law). We are not against law (divine law) since God is a 
God of law and rules the universe by law. However, to not be agamst 
law does not mean that we are under law— for which perfect adher- 
ence is essential for eternal life. This has always been the fallacy in the 
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tradmonal concept of law-keeping. We are a fallen race. We cannot 
keep law. This has (and is) shown from Adam to the present. There 
had to be a change in the system! Why would God contimue with a 
system that only ends in death. We are not law-keepers by nature, 
even though we would prefer to be such. Yet keeping the law is an es- 
senfia). This has to mean that if we are to entertain the hope of eternal 
life, someone will have to fulfill the the demand of law on our behalf 
The just requirement of the law (the drine standard of perfechon, 
tighteousness) is not set aside because of human weakness, brought 
on by sin. God does not lower the divine standard because man has 
lowered his resistance to sin. Perfection is and has always been a di- 
vine requirement and always will be. Yet, for us it poses an impossi- 
bility. 
THE COLOSSIAL PARADOX 

The foregoing introduces the greatest paradox ever to em- 
brace the mind of man. You want to be saved? Then be perfect! 
There is no salvahon without it! But, "No one does good, not even 
one" (Rom. 3:12b). So it is an impossible situation. We cannot be per- 
fect; yet God requires that we be so. 

Only God could work through such an impossibility. 

The answer, as everyone should know, is found in Romans 
8:3, "For God has done what the law, weakened by the flesh, could 
not do: sending his own Son.... " God sent his own Son to accomplish 
what his law could not do; i.e., to make man perfect. Believing this 
does not make us enemies of law but a people who realizes that law, as 
a set of legal statutes, cannot makes us do or become what God has 
commanded. The fault is not with law but with the Adamic nature of 
mali. 

The law for Christians is not a set of statutes but a_person! 
When we enter into Chnist, we enter into our law. When we become 
"partavers of His divine nature” we become his law because “He who 
is wanted to the Lord becomes one spirit with him" (1 Cor. 6:17). 
"There is one body and one spirit”. Chmnst is our law and covenant, 
just like the Ten Commandments was the Covenant of Old (Deut. 
4:13). 


When Jesus said "I come not to abolish the law and the proph- 
ets, F have come not to abolish them but to fulfill them" (Mat. 5:17), he 
meant not only that he came to fulfill the requement of perfect obedi- 
ence but that he tumself was the law's replacement. Robert Bnasmead 
wrote: 

The law af Chnist is not a new set of miles to replace the old ones. 
Chnst does not give us another wrmen code. The New Testamem 
law does not advocate a nule-book ethic. When the Old Testamem 
was fifilled it met its end—its tue goal and purpposesin Chnst 
He was the One to whom the law poulied This means that Chnst 
Himrmeif ocoues the place which the law formerty ccommad He is 
not anty the decisive content of the gift af God (gospel), but the de- 
mand (law) af God as well Just as hadaism secured its guidance 
by shidying the law, so the Canstign searres his guidance fiom the 
revelation of God in Christ’ 

He goes on to quote Ragner Bring as saying: "The new Law 
was tls not a set of stricter rules than those of the Old Covenarr, but 
rather Chnst Himseif and His work." 

It is a new thought for most Chnstans that the law under (in) 
which we live is a Person rather than a written set of rules. But Clinst 
is our rule! He is to Chnshans what the Ten Commandments was to 
the Jews. 

The Law of the New Covenant is the Person of the New 
Covenant! —it is not a written doaunemt “writtet with ink... not on ta- 
bles of stone" (II Cor. 3:3). 

The New Covenant scriptures are for us a record of the ad- 
aumstration of the New Covenant, i.e., how it was applied in the reso- 
hition of problems experienced in daily commuma! affairs, as the new 
religion spread throughout the world—just as the Old Covenant scrip- 
tures are a record of how the law of Moses was applied to the daily af- 
fairs of Israel. 

Jesus did not abolish any commandmem that depicted the will 
and attnbutes of God. God's own azture is what he wills to be the na- 
ture of man, "Be ye perfect as your heavenly Father is perfect". What- 
ever God IS is what He demand of His taman creafures. Chnst was 
Robert Brinsmead, The Superiority of the Law of Christ 
(Verdict Magazine) 23. 
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God's revelation of Himself whose will is persomfied m his Son. Christ 
was the perfect image of the Father, "He who has seen me has seen the 
Father" (John 14:9). What a thought that God has allowed his human 
creation to become partakers of his divine nature! 

The law of God is now gathered up in his Son. That is what 
Pau! meamt when he said “...(baing not without law to God, but under 
the law to Christ)" (1 Cor. 9:21). He was under God's law as it existed 
m the Person of Chnst. For us to know what law we live under, we 
only have to know in whom we live. To know Chnst 1s to know law, 
and vice-versa. What is Christ like? Whatever He is like, that is our 
law! What would He do in this or that situation? That is our law! 
How would he respond to various acts of mmorality? That is our law. 

As we said above, law is gathered up in God's Son. It 1s in the 
Divine Nature. To have the “mind of Christ" is to have the law in our 
"inward parts" (KJV) which is a fulfillment of Jeremiah 31:31fF "I will 
put my law in ther minds and wnte it on their hearts..." and also Ro- 
mans 12:2, "Do not be conformed to this world but be transformed by 
the renewal of your mind, that you may prove what is the will of God, 
what is good and acceptable and perfect". When the mind is trans- 
formed to become like the mind of Chnist, the Chmstian is then able to 
"prove" (know tnshnctvely) what is good and acceptable. He doesn't 
need a written code to mstruct him that such and such is wrong and 
that such and such is the right thing to do. His divine nature, dwelling 
within, tells him what 1s nght and wrong! Again Robert Bnnsmead 
has an appropriate word. 


While Judaism made the written code its food and drink, Christian 
Gath camnct do this. Said Padi, "For to me, to live is Chns* (Phi. 
1:21). “Const ..is your life" (Col 3:3). “I ave been cnocified with 
Christ and I no longer live, but Chnist lives in me. The life I live m 
the body I live by faith in the Son af God, who loved me and gave 
Himself for me” (Gal 2:20). Hf ules, law, principles, programs, 
denamtnafiona) policies, or even theology take the place af devo- 
ton to the ling Chinst, we have anstaken the way af Judaism for 
the way af Chnstianiry”.” 


: Op. cit, p. 23. 


GOD'S IMAGE IN MAN 


The origin of law is with God Himself who mstiled wrhin 
man (Adam) His own Divine attnbutes in the creation, by malang him 
in His own "image." God's unage means more than just that Adam had 
a "spint” like God is a "Spirit," but that God crowned his "man" cre- 
ation with his own attnbutes. God's own nature was the nature of 
Adam before sin's contamination. With the advent of sin, mankind be- 
came possessed with a dual nature, with each nature striving for dom- 
nahon of the soul; and each nature abiding by a different law, as Paul 
put it, "For I delight in the law of God, in my irenost self, but I see in 
my members another law at war with the law of my mind and making 
me captive to the law of sin which dwells in my members" (Rom. 
7:22,23). Even though this “another law" had predominance over the 
soul, it could not and did not eradicate the inner godly nature of man- 
kind. This is that which Paul refers to in Romans 2:14,15, “When 
Gentiles who have not the law do by nature (what was instilled at cre- 
ation), what the law requires (obedience), they are a law wito them- 
selves. They show that what the law requires (obedience to 
conscience) is written on their hearts, while their conscience (framed 
by the umward law) also bears witness (sits in judgment)...", etc. This is 
the law of God placed in the nature of Adam. Jesus did not come to 
destroy the Ten Commandments but to demonstrate them in his own 
person. They are in both Chnst and all mankind. It easts in Christ in 
both outer and inner aatures (if such may descnbe Chnst), but only in 
the inner, subdued azture of sinful man. But when the inner man hears 
the voice of God, there is recognition witch is (hopefully) followed by 
a positive response. 

Obedience to any law, other than to the law of divine nature of 
Chnst, is unacceptable to God because it would be a law of compul- 
siom, Le., it would command the inner man to do (or be) someting 
that he would not normally do (or be)—not of his own accord - con- 
trary to what the Chnshan would be in reality. You see, both Chnst 
and Adam have the same origin (Heb. 2:11). “Z7as is why he is not 
ashamed to callustretten” (to be contimied) 
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FAITH WORKS OR GRACE? } 


By Dale McCreight 


When the questions are asked, “Is one justified by faith 
alone?”, or "Is one justified by faith and works?", we may normally as- 
sume the questioner to view justification as something which Is attained 
through acquinng knowledge of the proper formula, followed by ex- 
ecution of the formula through human endeavor. The proper fonmula 
is sometimes referred to as the terms or conditions of pardon, and is 
defined as consisting of four major items which are... faith, repentance, 
confession, and immersion in water. 

To those who expouse this doctnne, all of the above men- 
tioned four items are attainable through human endeavor. The acquis- 
tion of faith is taught to be achieved through a perusal of the Bible 
based on an etroneous interpretation of Romans 10:17. “So then faith 
cometh by hearing, and hearing buy the word of God" The phrase 
"word of God” in this verse is taken to be synorrymous with the Bible. 
After the acquisition of faith (through human endeavor), the remaimng 
three items in the formula are taught to be necessary acts of obedience 
and are consequently understood to be "works." Tinis the formula: 
faith plus works is equal to justrfication Close examnation of this 
process indicates that faith itself must be considered a work since ft m- 
volves Inman endeavor. This is a system based essentially on works 
alone. 

But Paul doesn't view the possession of faith as being depen- 
dent upon human activity, or as being the result of a ftiman decision 
This is precisely Paul's point in his example of Abraham in Romans 4. 
Notice the following points in his argument: 1) "Works" are viewed as 
that in which man can glory (as if due to man's activity (v. 1). 2) Faith 
is emphatically disassociated from works, "...him that worketh not but 


7 


bebqgeth .." (v. 5). 3) For Abraham, faith was "counted", or "recko- 
ned" to him... (vs. 5,9). Agam, Paul's main point in this section is that 
man's possession of faith is not the cesult of tuman activity, or endeav- 
or, but easts in the form of a gift as the result of God's grace (Eph. 
2:8). 

There seems to be nich interest in "unputed” or "reckoned" 
righteousness, and rightly so since it is indeed a "blessed" state. But it 
also seerns to sometimes be overlooked that this blessed state of righ- 
teousness (whatever this terms means) is a result of "t " or 
"reckoned" farth Paul referred to this great truth as, “the gospel of the 
grace of Gad" (Acts 20:24). 

1100 Lamar Street, Sweetwater, Texas 79556 


T v7 
Bu Che Grace Of Gad 


By Neal Griffin 


"Therefore, it does not depend on what man 
wants or tries to do, it is the mercy of God." 
Romans 9:16 


Proud man wants to be the asthor of his salvation He wants 
to know what HE can do to eam it. The scriptures cry out over and 
over again: "It is of God (salvation-justiicanon) not of man” (CE Mat 
19:26). It is not by law-keepang nor good worlss that salvation is ac- 
complished (Cf Romans 1:16-17; 2:28-29; 3:21-26;, 4:2-6, 13, 21-25, 
5:9, 17). Righteousness is a gift, not someting that is eamed. Salva- 
tion is also a free gift (Eph. 2:39). Proud man wants law- 
nghteousness. He wants to be legally deserving (Rom. 6:14; Phil. 3:6). 
But what does the Bible say about seeking “law nghteousness"? It 
says, “Ye are fallen fram grace” (Gal. 5:4). 
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My point 1s to show where the orignn of our motivation should 
be. We should be motivated by a new mind—a bom again attttude—by 
a changed heart, as one in whom Deity dwells. This should be the ba- 
sis of our motivation for keeping law and doing good works. We 
should do these things out of a deep grattfude and love for Jesus, and 
not out of a pharisaical response to a legal code. It is not a legal code 
that causes to repemt—it is the goodness of God (Rom. 2:4). Jesus did 
not die to establish a new legal code through which we earn our salva- 
tion. He died to save sinners. His blood cleanses us of sin—not a legal 
code. 

Then, what about baptism? Baptism is a ceremonial washing. 
It is the response of a pure heast to God's command. It is the submit- 
ting to a washing. It is the reenactment of the death, bunal, and resur- 
rection of Jesus. It is the intuadon into the kingdom. It is commanded 
of all believers. And, in my opinion, it is the frst test of one's faith 

But let me more directly apply this to my point. If we were 
baptized to earn our salvahon—to obligate God to save us, then I quote 
Galahans 5:4 again, "Ye are fallen from grace.” 

Let us not be so proud that we cannot accept God's free gift of 
salvahon. Let us not be so proud that we cannot give Him all the 
glory, honor, and credit for our salvation. Hallowed 1s the name of Je- 
hovah our God. To Him be the praise. Amen 

10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 









Three A's For 
Church Life 


By Elmer Prout 


If the local church where you attend is anything like ours you 
are looking for insights related to planmnmg and growth. We are Oying 
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to find a balance between holding fast to the "faith once for all deliv- 
ered to the saints” and adapting our methods to a changing aulture. It 
1S a confimuing challenge no matter where we happen to live. 

It is not, however, a new challenge for the clurch. When Paul 
set out on his second mission journey he faced much the same situafion 
that we do in principle. Consider three A's for church life as they ap- 
pear in the beginmng of that mission 

Accomouapdon to the culture, Acts 16:1-4. In Lystra Paul 
met Timothy and decided to take him along. But "because of the 
Jews who lived in that area" Paul insisted that Timothy be circumased. 
In that Act Paul demonstrated his willingness to adjust personal Ife 
style to surounding culture. That is the same pnnaple he later stated 
in 1 Cormthnans 9:19-23, "I became all things to all people for the sake 
of the gospel that I rmght save some." 

Accomodanon for the sake of the gospel is not to be coafused 
with compromise of the gospel. In the case of Tunothy Paul looked at 
the culture, saw an uncircumcased evangelist as a possible stumbling 
block, and opted for accommodation. His deasion was very different 
when he faced false teachers who insisted that salvahon depended on 
cifcumason and other items of law keeping (see Acts 15 and the book 
of Galahans). 

What are some accommodations we might need to think 
about? One could be the version of the Bible we use in cluirch ser- 
vices. One of the other clurches in our town inssts that the King 
James version is the only correct translamon. A child took a modem 
version to Bible class there. She was forbidden to read in the class and 
told never to bring that book again Aside from any linginstc or his- 
torical considerahons the fact is that that umwilingness to accommo- 
date to more modem speech has become a shumbling block in that 
farmly’s path to Chnst. 

We might also consider accommodaton in the days and times 
of our cturch services. Sunday and Wednesday are our usual days for 
chuuch gathenngs. However because of work schedules and other re- 
sponsibuities many people cannot meet on those two days. Persently 


we are waghing the advsability of gathermgs on other days or times. 
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Paul's comments about days in Romans 14 can help all of us as we 
grapple with this issue. 

Accomodafions should also encourage us to evaluate the 
songs we sing in church assemblies. If we are long-time chuch-goers 
we have often settled down with a formn and tempo of songs which is 
quite out of touch with today’s nusical tastes. Are we open to the ac- 
commodahons which could make the younger visitors to our services 
more able to participate with us in song? 

Awareness of God's leadmg, Acts 16:6-10. Do we some 
times have the feeling that church planmng and growth is basically a 
matter of our tniman thought and decisions? In our church business 
Mectmgs or planning sessions where does our emphasis fall? Is it on 
our thinking and action — on what we will do? Or do we talk as if God 
is altve and active — active before, above and beyond all of the schemes 
we are coojong up? 

Awareness of God is evident in church life as pictured in the 
book of Acts. Paul would have gone into the province of Asia but he 
was kept from it by the Holy Spirit (16:6). He and his company “tried 
to enter Bahyma, but the Spint of Jesus would not allow them to” 
(16:7). In other words, it was not Paul who was in charge of the mus- 
sion — it was God. That awareness sustaned Paul and his companions 
at every tum of the evangelistic road. 

Quite often, it seems, we have seen the excesses and abuses in 
the so~alled chansmdhc groups and have allowed that to shut us off 
from awareness of God's present leading. No doubt we should be 
modest in our claims that "the Lord brought me here," But it is one 
thing to be modest and quite another to be totally silent about God's 
active guidance in the church today. 

"I serve a nsen Sawor, He's in the world today..." We sing 
that song with vigor. Good. Let us accept the Risen Chmst, along 
with his Father and the Holy Spirit, as actively concemed divine work- 
ers in our church life. Awareness of God refreshes the soul, purities 
the heart, clarifies the vision, and lifts up the limp hands. 

Assurance of God's action. (Acts 16:11-15). Thee is no 
doubt that Paul was an enesgetic and effective teacher of the gospel. 
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He searched until he found people meeting by the river in the city of 
Philippi. Paul knew the gospel. He explained it with care and power. 
But the next line in the account is not "when Lydia heard Paul's logic 
she could not resist his message." Not the persuasive skills of Paul but 
the active presence of the Lord. "The Lord opened her heart to re- 
spond to Paul's message” (16:14). 

We may feel a bit uncomfortable to let that verse stand as it is. 
We often feel bound to qualify it so as to leave plenty of room for hu- 
man free will. That is good. But in our hurry to emphasize human 
fieedom of choice we dare not read the living God out of the picture. 
Where would the church be today if its destiny had depended basically 
on human hands and minds — even minds as capable as Paul's. 

Assurance -- for Paul that did not come from his native abili- 
ties, no matter how talented he might have been. His assurance is ex- 
pressed in 1 Corinthians 3:6, "7 planted the seed Apollos watered it, 
but God made it grow.” 

What is our assurance as we thunk about church plamning and 
growth? Does our confidence grow out of our university training?; 
from our ability to adapt the methods of the business world to the 
work of the church? Or will we join the Apostle in the basic gospel as- 
Surance that it is still "God who gives the increase”? 

850 Minter Avenue, Shafter, Califomia 93263 
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Letter: DeFuniak Springs, Florida 


Dear Brother Kilpatrick: 


I am deeply grateful to you for edming and publishing the En- 
sign! I erjoy the urmsual and timely articles each month They're re- 


freshng and strengthemng. Even though I've been preaching full time 
(as it's called) for 45 years (still going), I'm contimung to grow and ma- 
ture in Chnst and truly enjoy the freedom, hope and secumtty He gives! 
May the Lord conhime to bless you and yours in your labor of 
love - including the Ensign - Albert Fleetwood 
12 


Biblically Speaking 





By Dallas Burdette 
Part 3 


Same words have a vanety of sigmificahtioms, and hence, whatever 
their primitive meaning, we are obiiged to gather from the camfiet, 
and from fammlmnty with the usage of the language, the particular 
sense which they bear in a given passage of Sctipnoe... It often 
happens, also, that a writer uses a QMan word in some special 
and penuliar sense, and then his own definifions mmst be taken, or 
the comext and scope mist be consulted, in order to determmme the 
precise meaning intended ° 


Part two of this series, conchided with Campbell's swrenon 


boraon of Chnstian prerequisites for admission into the langdom of 
heaven. In this concise statement about Chmistian umtty, Alexander sets 
forth the substance of the Declaration and Address and Appendix. In 
other words, THE BELIEF OF ONE FACT and adherence to 
ONE INSTITUTION (baptism) is all that is commanded of heaven 
for acceptance into the Chnshan conmmmumty or Chnsnan fellowshsp. 
Carnpbell never ceased writing about umity among the sects. Campbell 
asked the question: ‘Will sects ever cease?” Again, in this same article, 
in 1830, Campbell wrote: "Will strife ever cease among the saints on 
earth?’ Further, Carmpbell posed the following scenario: 

How, then, shall the umian be accomplished: Wall all be aanvenat 

to any one sect? Will all become Unitanans, Tnnitanans, Ariars, 

or Sacumans? Will afl became Presbytenans, Baptists, or Method 

ists? Will all become members of any one of the tuindred sects af 


; Milton §. Teny, Biblical Hermeneutics (Grand Rapids: 
Zondervan, n.d.), 181. 

r Campbell, Millennial Harbinger, \:145. 

, Ibid. 
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this eamnry? I presme no person of common intelligence will 
say, Yes. All sects know they have some opunons, or some cus- 
toms, which omst be dispensed with. How then shall it be imtro- 
diced: I answer upeqpuvocally in one sentence By abandomng 
Opimons, and founding ali assncidions upon the belief af gnspel 
facts. Let every sect give up ifs opanioms as a bond of union, and 
what will cemain i common? The gospel facts alone.® 


In 1835, Alexander Campbell responded to a letter concermg 
the reformation in America that he recerved from Mr. Wiliam Jones of 
London, England.’ In this correspondence Campbell wrote about the 
whole Chnstan insttution exsting in three chapters: Chnstian faith, 
Chnstian worship, and Chnshan morality. On the other hand, Camp- 
bell penned, men added two additional chapters: human philosophy, 
and fuman tradition. Concerning human philosophy and tnmnan tradi- 
tion, Campbell said, “We choose to speak of Bible things in Bible 
words, because we are always suspicious that if the word is not in the 
Bible, the idea which it represents is not there."* He emumerated ap- 
proximately forty items over which Christians divided.’ He concluded 
His remarks with the following succinct statement about unity: 

The Apostle says, "Mere is one body, one spicit, one hope, one 
Lord, one fasth, one immersion, one God and Father of ail" But 
no whiere is it said in the sacred book, There is one ommon. If, 
however, unity af omnion were desirable, to aftain it, we omst give 
the greatest liberty af opimion; for though once theory with us, it is 
now qiatter af expenence, that the more stress is laid upon umity af 
opunon, the less of it, and the more division; and the less regard 
paid to it, the less emphasis Laid upon it, the more we will have af 
it This is founded im a law of the fumman mind, on which it is un- 
seasmable and umecessary to expatiate, ‘° 

Even today, there are Chnshan scholars who deny Dr. Pendle- 
ton's assertion that he attached to the meamng of the phrase, “Where 


. Ibid. 

4 Alexander Campbell, "To Mr. William Jones, of London," 
Millennial Harbinger 6 (March 1835): 109. 

d Tbid., 110-111. 

: Ibid, 110. 


10 Ibid, 111-112. 
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the Scriptures speak, we speak, where the Scriptures are silent, we are 
sient," adopted in the Declaration and Addrexs. For example, Dr. 
Earl West, an emment scholar in the field of Restoration history, ad- 
dresses the argument of Dr. Pendleton that this phrase concemed ttself 
with creeds and confessions of farth — not book, chapter, and verse 
concept. 

Thoraas Campbell's old motto: "Where the Bible speaks, we speak 

where the Bible is silent" had for many years been used to show 

that nothing may be troduced into the work and worship of the 

cinoch which is not spacficlly anhonzed in the word of God. 

The rise of the missiomary society and the growing use of the in- 

smuorent in worstup made it necessary to forge a new uterpreza- 

tion of the old motto. This W. K. Pendleton did in his histanc 

speech of 1866 by decianmg that all Campbell had in mind was to 

pount his remarks against creeds and confessians of farth, “against 

the assumptons of sectananmism, and the decrers of cam- 

cils... Here, then, was a new imeyprezation of an old mott.'' 


In spite of the weightiness of Dr. West's scholarship, even 
scholars make mustakes, his statement embraces, unintentionally, a be- 
lief that does not coincide with the evidence that is available from the 
original sources. When one considers the Sitz mm Leben (socal set- 
fing), this interpretative pnnople leads one to the realizapon that Mr. 
Campbell dogs object to "creeds and confessions of faith" as the deter- 
munative factor m rerogmang other believers as postulated by the Pres- 
bytery. A close scnitiny of this historic document leads one to the 
conchision that Mr. Campbell's thoughts were not upon the "book, 
chapter, and verse mentality," but rather upon Chnstian umty, regard- 
less of differences over inferences and deductons of Scnphue as well 
as inferences and deductions over creeds and confessions of Gaith 

It appears to this author that Dr. West does not allow the 
Document to mstruct his polemic. One wonders why Dr. West, 


Earl West, The Life and Times of David Lipscomd (Religious 
Book Service: Henderson, Tennessee, 1954), 157. If Dr. West is correct, 
he has offered no evidence to substantiate his conclusions, so it appears to 
this author. It is true that Dr. Pendleton could be mistaken, but, if so, then 
testimony must be presented to uphold the observations made by Dr. West. 


15 


wrung (1954) etghty-eight years after the nstoric speech (1866) of Dr. 
W. K. Pendleton, twice the son-in-law of Alexander Campbell, should 

know more about what Thomas and Alexander Campbell meant by 
this phrase than did Dr. Pendleton. Dr. West, in his chapter,'” "...He 
Don't Mean It All..; only makes a subjective statement concermng 
his opposition to Dr. Pendleton's speech. Unfortunately, Dr. West 
does not offer any facts to substarthate his conclustons.”* With the data 
that is presently available concerning the Declaration and Address, it 
seems that Dr. Pendleton is correct, not Dr. West. - To be continued 

P. O. Box 20274, Montgomery, Alabama 36120 


|S VIOLENCE THE CHRISTIAN WAY? 
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By Steve LaPrade 


Within the last seven days as I write this, a man has been con- 
victed of a federal charge in the shooting death of a doctor at a Flonda 
abortion clinic. Also witiun that time, a man fired a shot at a clinic pro- 
tester. Yet I have never heard a sermon fiom the pulpit about God's 
atttude toward those who allow hate to govern their actions in the 
abortion controversy. But there there are biblical references we cannot 
ignore. 

In Luke 9:51, Jesus is heading toward Jerusalem where he will 
be crucified. Dunng this trip, his party goes through a Samantan vil- 
lage. The Samaritans, long enemies of the Jews,, who refused to re- 
Cleve Jesus or the gospel his followers were spreading. 

Ibid., 157-165. 

= Even though this author disagrees with Dr. West concemming some 
of his views about Dr. Pendleton's speech, still, I hereby acknowledge my 
debt to him. Having read some of his books, and listened to some of his 
lectures, I owe a gratitude of indebtedness to him. 
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And it came to pass, when the time was came that he should be 
receved up, he steadfastly set his face to go to Jenmsalem. And sent 
messengets before his face: and they went, and entered mio a vil- 
lage of the Saneaitans to make ready for him. And they did not 
receve him, becanzse his face was as though he would go to Jensa- 
"Lord, wilt thou that we command fire to come down from heaven, 
and conamme them, even as Elias did” But he tuned and re- 
buked them, and said, “Ye know not what oxamner of sant ye are 
of For the Son of man Is not come to destuy men's lives but to 
save them” And they wemt to another village. - Luke 9:51-56 


Before we get to Jesus’ response, notice two things. First, the 
Samaritans had done wrong by rejecting Chnst and his message. In the 
very next chapter, ten, when Jesus sends out 70 to spread the gospel, 
he wams them some will not listen. An entire city may not listen. 

But I say unto you, that it shall be more tolerable in that day 

Jor Sodom, than for that city (Luke 10:12}. What the city and the Sa- 

marsitans did, could have semt them to Hell if they didn't repent. The 
first thing is that the Samantans were in the wrong. But the second 
thing 1s that Chnst did not give his disciples the power to strike people 
dead. In chapter 10, we know that they were given the power to heal 
but they couldn't strike people dead with bolts of fire or lightemng. 
They had to petition Jesus. Basically, they had to pray for that 
privilege. 

Notice that Jesus not only rejected the request for nnderous 
power, he rebuked them for askang Him to consider it. 

If God wants to stike someone dead, including abortion doc- 
tors, he can and will. But we don't get that option. We, judging from 
this example, apparently can't even pray for them to come to harm 
even if they are in the wrong. 


Last month (Sept. 1994) on the Today show, I heard a Catho- 
lic priest support nurders of abortion doctors. Two weeks later on a 
religious chammel broadcasing from Oklahoma City, I beard a man 
compare the abortion doctor favorably to those wbo killed Nazis n 
World War II. 
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Now the Bible teaches undeniably that God considers unborn 
babies to be people and has plans for them. There are references about 
the unborn David, Isaiah and Jerermah in the Old Testament, and refer- 
ences to the unborn Jesus and John the Baptist in the New Testament. 
So it appears the abortionists are as wrong as the Samanitans in Luke 
chapter 9. But we don't get the right to kill them or pray for them to 
die, ntuch as we might wish it. 

You may be tmnkang the violent shootings occurred in Florida, 
why should we be considering them? 

I five in Norman, Oklahoma. Two hundred miles north, one 
doctor was wounded at a clinic in Wichita, Kansas. Less than two 
hundred miles south of here, three Dallas climcs were torched in 1988. 
And the first abortion clinic shooting (not fatally) was in Springfield, 
Missoun in 1991, just 300 miles east of Norman. A doctor was 
wounded and a staff member who came to treat him was shot and 
paralyzed. 

Now here's the scary part — the Dallas arsons and the Missouri 
shootings — at this writing — remain unsolved. Now investgators who 
captured the Wichita assailant and clinic bombers in other cases, found 
they came from elsewhere, not the cities where the incidents occurred. 
They could have come from your city or mine. 

Which brings us to the big question: if we support violence or 
refuse to condemn it, even for those in the wrong, what message do 
we send if those violent people live among us, work among us or are 
even friends or relatives of ours, unknown to us? 

Does our lack of condemnation encourage these people to 
comumst other arsons or assaults? Does it encourage those to remain 
silent who know who these characters are and could tum them in? 

Finally, suppose these arsonists or assassins are repentfing of 
ther past actions. Are they going to come to our clmrches, come for- 
ward and confess their sins or ask forgiveness if they thnk we dont 
realize or care that they did wrong? 

The gospel can reach them But it is not spread by hate. It's 
spread by love. Jesus wanted to spread the gospel. He blocked a 
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heavenly arson stnke against the Samaritans but took his disciples to 
another area to spread the gospel. 

He wanted us to know the Phansees were wrong but didn't 
want his listeners plotting violence against them. Did you notice that 
nowhere in the four gospels does he single out a Phansee by name, no 
matter how wicked he was? 

He knew, as we can never forget, the Gospel is spread by love. 

973 Barkley Circle, Norman, Okizhoma 73071 
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EDITORIAL: A Review of Unity In Diversity 

This is a bnef renew of an article appeammg m a 
magazine called Gospel Tnuths by Jere E. Frost, Jan. ‘95. 
The article has to do with the subject of "Unity in Diversity, 
A Misleading Expression." He says in reference to the Uni- 
ty m Diversity concept. 

There may have been a good idea behind it, and 

its promotion may have been well mtentioned 

and good spinted, but the expression is not a re- 

flection of a Bible concept.’ 

Apparently bro. Frost has never read or studied Ro- 
mans 14. Unity m Diversity is defmitely a biblical concept 
After a whole chapters’ discussion of religious differences 
(Rom. 14), Paul summeanzs m chapter 15, We who are 
Strong ought to bear with the failmgs of the weak, and not to 
please ourselves; let each of us please his neighbor for his 
good, to edhify him" (Rom. 15:1). Ifthat is not Unity m Dtver- 
sity, pray tell, what is it? In the same issue of Gospel Truths, 
this concept is expressed: 

All controversial subjects deserve our utmost 

attention, and m all such cases, al] sides should 

be explored m the light of the scnphire without 

any effort to create stnfe or division. This will 

not happen as long as we avoid the party spirit 

and mamitam a brotherly attrtude toward one and 

all and have owth as our only goal. We don't 

have to agree on a subject to be fhendly and 

courteous to each other.’ 


1 Jere E. Frost, "Unity in Diversity", Gospel Tnuths, 13 
James: P. Needham, The Holy Spirit—His Natare And Work, 
—_ Truths, I 
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In other words, we should strive to “avoid the pwty 
spirit and maintain a brotherly attitude. That. brethren. is 
Unity in Diversity! 

There are some, apparently, who do not understand 
what it means to be different and yet united and whether or 
not the subject is embraced by scnpture. Here again is bro. 
Frost: 

The fact that there is always some diversity 

among believers does not alter the fact that it 1s 

still a non-Biblical concept. It is really a subtle 

myection of human wisdom in the place of Bible 

directives.” 

After sethng up the weak/strong brother scenario in 
Romans 14, was Paul using "human wisdom” when he con- 
cluded: "Who are you to pass judgment on the servant of 
another?" 

Bro. Frost then makes the traditonal misapplication 
of Amos 3:3: 

"Let's start with Amos 3:3: 'Can two walk to- 

gether except they be agreed?’ clearty this 1s uni- 
ty in agreernent, not in diversity.” 

It would be bard to convince me that bro. Frost does 
not understand that he is distorting the meammng of Amos 3:3. 
All he has to do is read the verse from another Version (other 
than the Kmg James, which ts an obvious mustranslation), 
which I am confident that he has already done; but a proper 
translation would not serve his purpose in this instance. The 
RSV (and other reliable translations) readers Amos 3:3 m this 
mamer. "Do two walk together, unless they have made an 
appomtment?" It has nothmg whatever to do with brethren 


; Ibid., Jere E. Frost 


being in doctninal agreement. Then bro. Frost in his confu- 
sion, contradicts himself. 

"There may be many diversities, some of which 

will never be corrected, and that will not divide, 
because of the strength of the unity that exists on 
points of strong agreement." 

So we can tolerate differences among brethren if we 
are united on points of strong agreernent. This, too, 1s an ac- 
knowledgment that Unity in Diversity exists among _breth- 
ren. It seems that those who belong to’non-mstituhonal” 
segment of our brotherhood see no great fault and have no real 
difficulty fellowshiping those of their own persuasion over 
differences. But why do they condenm others who believe in 
the same concept? 

In the January 1995 issue of the Guardian of Truth 
magazine, David D. Bonner said in review of the Debate held 
between Jesse G. Jenkans and Pat Donahue: 

"Although all there do not agree on the subject 

of the covering (1 Cor. 11:2-16), there is no divi- 
sion over the matter.'” 

Well, shouldn't there BE division!? If there is no such 
thing as Unity in Diversity, shouldn't someone be disfellows- 
hiped where brethren differ over a matter as important as the 
covering (in their minds)? It was miportant enough for them 
to travel hundreds of miles at great expense to discuss It. 
How can they disagree and still not divide? Hmm?— te., 
unless, of course, they really do subscnibe to the concept of 
Unity m Diversity. I am confident that they do. They just 
don't realize it, or if they do they wont admit it.. 


i Ibid., page 13, 14. 
- David D. Bonner, "Jenkins’ Three 1994 DEBATES." Guardian 
of Truth, p. 25. 
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Brethren, there has never been two people on earth 
who have agreed on all matters, spintual or otherwise. Unity 
m Diversity has been practiced since day one and it's silly to 
deny tt. We cant all look alike or think alike. To be so would 
make us all robots. Non-institstonal brethren should practice 
the sare tolerance toward those outside their own church seg- 
ment as they do among themselves. That would foster greater 
feelings of brotherhood for which they too are scripturally 
obligated to pursue. God has conimanded that we be one. He 
has never commanded that we divide over matters that are 
honest differences. Sectananism is sin. Think about it. Do 
you believe? Do you reallly believe! Do you love the breth- 
ren? - or do you love only those of your own persuaston? 
Do you "consider others better than yourselves” (Phil. 2:3)? 
Have you seen any evidence of it in your own publications? 
You have not! You never will as long as the party spirtt is 
fampamnt among you. It is not the nafure of partyism to favor 
the mtellect of others. Partyism is the exact opposite. They 
consider their own intellects supenor. It is sin. In this line of 
thought, you sin in so many ways that it 1s really ndiculous to 
clam to be religious. You deny the very essence of 

The non-insttutional segment of our brotherhood 1s 
not the only ones guilty of this sputtual malady. It exists to 
some degree in all divisions of the Restoration Movement 
churches. it is sin! What does it take to drive the point 
home?! Even though you may not murder, steal, commit 
achiltery, covet, or commit dozens of other sins of immiorality, 
you are soll guilty of sin if you are guilty of partnsm! Would 
you say with Paul "I'll quite eatmg meat if it causes a brother 
to stumble’? 0 


CHANGE AND 





James a servant of God and of the Lord Jesus Christ, 
To the twelve wibes scattered among the nations: 
Greetings... Every good and perfect gift is from above, 
coming down from the Father of the heavenly lights, 
who does not change like shifting shadows. - James 
1:]-]7 

As I read those verses the other day I was brought up short by 
the obvious fact that what James wrote in Greek I was reading in 
English 

Of course I have been doing that for years. But what caught 
my attention was the process of change that made it possible for me to 
do that reading. James was a believer in the same Jesus Christ whom I 
read about. But if James spoke to me in the first century language he 
used I could not understand a word he said. At the same time, if I 
could speak to James in my native tongue he would have no idea what 
I was tallang about. I am able to understand James’ words because a 
specific kind of change has taken place. 

From the first century to the end of time change 1s a constartt 
factor in the life of the cluch. It is, in fact, inescapable. James and the 
other wnters of the New Testament used first century words when 
they wrote their letters. You and [, with our western names and habits, 
are twenteth century believers. Like it or not the language of the 
Bibles we read has changed fiom Greek to English And, ready or not, 
even the English we use is not the same as that of Wilham Tyndale. 
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But change is not only mescapable — it carries spiritual value 
ffom one generation or culture to another. The forin, in this case the 
language, has been changed so that God's message of salvation reaches 

us in understandable terms. We would do well to ask ourselves how 
many of us would be Chnsnans today if we were required to learn first 
century Greek before we were allowed to be baptized. 

This kind of change is not a human gimmick. It is one of 
God's gracious gifts. In fact, it is a divine gift without which none of us 
could know the will of God. This is change with a redemptrve 
Purpose. 

But, no single factor defines the whole life of the church. We 
cannot say “the life of the church is change." The life of the church is 
the Lord Jesus Christ. As we remember him we realize that perma- 
nence and change go hand in hand in God's will for the life of his peo- 
ple. The language of James 1:17 may have changed from Greek to 
English (and more than one thousand other languages) but the mes- 
sage of the verse 1s unchanged because God himself 1s unchanging. In 
Greek, Latin, German or Pigeon English God is “the Father of the 
heavenly lights, who does not change like shiffng shadows." 

In the words of the Apostle "God is faithful." The farthfulness 
of God, however, is not to be confused with monotony. James 5:17 
remmnds us that God himself built the variety of the changing seasons, 
for example, into his world. This lively, renewing change takes place in 
the hands of the hands of the eternally unchanging God. It is not aim- 
less and random but piuposeful and redemptive. 

Change and unchanging may be further illustrated in the pro- 
cess of Bible translation and revision. Translation from one language 
to another is the first step. This is the change which enables us to read 
God's word in our own American Enghsh today. The work of Bible 
tanslation contimes to challenge the language barners which prevent 
countless people from reading God's word in their native tongues. 

Revison is another key aspect of the changes winch keep 
God's word available in understandable form. In the Grst printed En- 
glish New Testament Matthew 22:12 looked like this: "fnende, howe 
camyst thou in hydeer." In simple Enghsh we read “Friend, how did 
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you get m here." Tyndales four hundred year old words do not casty 
God's word to our 1994 ears. Without translation and revision (in ev- 
ery language) God's purpose for the Bible would be derailed. 

We find another dhustration of what is involved in dealing with 
change as we ponder the difference between things that are culturally 
conditioned and principles which are divinely ordained. In other 
words, we are called on to distnguish the container from the contents. 

For example, the Hebrew and Greek languages can be said to 
have been the container for the word of God cemtunes ago. Those two 
languages se1ved well to carry the word of God to people who spoke 
them It would be unthinkable, however, to tsist that Greek and He- 
brew are the only ‘containers’ which can carry God's word to human- 
kind. God's gospel is the power to salvaton. That power is not 
hindered when it is put into another ‘container,' In fact, it is only by 
changing the ‘container’ tiat the gospel can reach out to previously un- 
reached nations. 

James 5:4 provides another dhistraton of what is Culturally 
conditioned and what is above culture. Woronen mowed fields. Rich 
landowners withheld fair wages from those workmen. The mowing is 
an action which is done in only some parts of the world. It is a cultur- 
ally and geographically conditioned task. Not even a farthful Chnstian 
would mow in the Sahara Desert. When believers who live in various 
parts of the world read this verse we must look beyond the speatic act 
of mowing to idemhfy the unchanging principle. The verse is a call for 
fairness in worker/employer relationships. That principle does not 
change from century to century or from country to country. It would, 
of course, be worse than foolish to insist that only those who actually 
mow are bound to obey the message of James 5:4. At the same time it 
would be open disobedience for a landowner to disregard the verse be- 
cause the specific action of mowing was not a part of his business op- 
eration. Change does not lead us away from God's will. In cases like 
these change is an essenhal part of discermng God's will. 

In his grace God has worked withm and through the changes 
in the tuiman sifuzHon. The Bible comes to us not only as the word of 
God wait also as a pronary example of God's way of using change for 
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his purposes and to h is glory. God holds his people in his unchanging 
hands. But he holds us there, not so that we can dig deeper into our 
human ruts, but so that we can interact positively with his etemal will. 

One of the purposes of biblical change is to move us beyond 
the tempting hang-ups with details of form — beyond those hang-ups 
into action applying the eternal pnnaples of the Lord in both church 

God calls and challenges us to live with him and for him where 
permanence and change meet and interact. What could be more ex- 
hilarating than to respond to God's call and to walk with him into that 
dynamic moment of meeting and growth? 

850 Minter Avenue, Shafter, California 93263 
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Extract from Cecil Hook's Newsletter: 


"T have had little reader response to share this time, but one 
came that makes our efforts woctwhile. A preacher asked me to send 
books to a fellow-preacher in Alabama several weeks ago. After a few 
weeks he reported back that the preacher was already changing his 
message from law to grace after reading my material. How many 
thousands of dollars is that worth?" Bro. Hook's new address is: 
10905 SW Mira Court, Tigard, OR 97223. Write for a price list of his 
materials. These are great books to send to legalistic preachers. - Ed. 


| SPEAKING AS THE BIBLE SPEAKS } 


By Neal Griffin 
The slogan of many restoration movement charches has been 
to “speak where the Bible speaks and remam silent where the Bible is 
silent.” Though well intenhoned, this slogan has caused many to view 
the New Testament writngs through legnaiist’s ienses and 
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consequently, new schisms have ansen. It has been suggested, and I 
agyee, that the truth would be better served if we emphasized, instead, 
speaking AS the Bible speaks. The best example that I know of, to 
ihustrates the point, is that the New Testament writings are over- 
whelmingly weighted toward love and brotherly acceptance. This is 
the golden thread that is woven from Matthew through Revelafion. 
The "new commandment" of Jesus 1s ether alluded to or specifically 
enjoined in every book. The reader is encouraged to check the refer- 
ences in Strong’s Concordance for the words: "accept, love, lovedst, 
loved, loveth and loving." Now, even though it is obvious that this is a 
main point of the scripture, to the casual pew-warmer it would appear 
that one could open his Bible to almost any place and find specific in- 
structions on many kinds of brethren who should be rejected and 
branded as false teachers. Divisive men, over the last several years, de- 
pending on which schism they were in, would have us reject brethren 
who (do/do not) 

use only one cup in the Lord's Supper; 

use only cups with handles; 

use fermented grape juice; 

have Bible classes; 

meet in upper chambers; 

support orphanages and/or other stitutions; 

wear make-up; 

believe that one must be baptized by workers sent out two by 

two; 

place their contribution at the apostles’ feet (on the Lord's 

Table.) 

kneel to pray; 

have katchens in their meeting houses; 

eat the Lord’s Supper only on Sunday, 

use instrumental niusic in praise to God. 

Have I made my point? Do I need to list others? All of the 
above excuses have been used to fragment the precious body of Jesus. 

It is a fact that there are only three reasons given for rejecing a 
brother, and it is a very significant fact that the third one given is 
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divisiveness. Titus 3:10 in clear language tells us to reject a divisive 
person after two admonitions. But instead of rejecting them, we heap 
unto ourselves pulpit ministers devoted to proclaiming our party gos- 
pel. We waist that they toe our party line and prosetytize as many 
members as possible out of the other schisms into our schism. What a 
farce. Shame on us. 

10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 
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LETTER: 
Wooster, Ohio 
Dear Bro. Kilpatrick, 

I continue to read the Ensign and believe it to be the most faith 
building and thought provoking paper available. Along with the En- 
sign, I believe One Body should have great arculation and have the im- 
pact of changing the Church of Christ from a legalistc denomination to 
a fellowship encompassing al] saved believers into the body of Christ, 
His church, for which he died. I would consider it a privilege to have 
the opportuntty to meet you sometimes. Maybe at a unity meting. - 


Don Carpenter 
THE COMFORT OF THE 


SCRIPTURES 
(ROMANS 15:4) 







By RL Kilpatrick 


How can a legalist come to a proper understanding of grace 
until he puts away his legahsm; and how can he put away legalism until 
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he understands grace? The question is somewhat like which comes 
first, the chicken or the eqg? It is a hard question to answer. 

One of the most difficult things on earth 1s to change the mund 
of a leyahst. His mind-set is averse to all mental criteria necessary for 
learning the true meamng of scripture, and especially for the under- 
standing of God's grace in the scheme of redemption. The first of such 
ctitetia is to realize that all truth is not yet leamed; but the legalist be- 
lieves that since God has “given us all dhings that pertamns to life and 
godliness", then all tuth is known—without making distinction be- 
tween the "revealing" of truth and the "understanding" of truth. 

Next there has to be a strong desire to know tiuth and truth 
alone even rf it Imirts; but this desire is not present in the mind of the 
legalist because he operates on the preanse that he already has it, and 
he 1s bent only on shoring up his prooftexts. 

Then there must be the desire to study objectively, with an 
open mind, having no preference of what truth ought to be and want- 
ing to know only what tnuth really is. The legalist cannot study objec- 
tively with an open mind because that would suggest that he didn't 
have the truth already. He has already made up his nund and to change 
it would be a disastrous adrmssion that he is perhaps, fallible? 

One of the most powerful stmulants for leammg God's grace 
is to witness the lack of it in the words and actions of our brethren and 
to feel the effects of their intolerance. Many good legalists are literally 
driven into the arms of grace, so to speak, who may have reached a 
conclusion out of harmony with tradybon, and one that couldn't be tol- 
erated. How fortunate are those few! Others may have to expenence 
some tragedy before they can be led to reexarmne our docMine. But 
few call upon God for help, and I know of no other way to overcome 
this Pharasac malady that penneates the church. Learmng a new truth 
is a Most painful) eExpenence; not the process of learning it, but what to 
do with it after learmng it! The courageous and the true lover of truth 
teach it. Others find a way to excuse their silence. More and more we 
see brethren who refuse to be shackled by tradition, who are deter- 
mned to preach it in spite of the consequences! This kind gives us 
hope and restores our farth in brethren. May ther kind mcrease. But 
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the dyed-in-the-wool legalist 1s not likely to be among this number. His 
mand doesn't operate that way. Like Luther said, legalism is like an oil 
in one's bones. It greases the hinges of one's thinking, and he is not 
likely to give it up without a struggle. To learn grace requires a com- 
plete overhauling of one's theology. 
Consider the following excerpt from an article in a leading 
brotherhood publication. 
An wndiidual can stand firmly for God's will, even strictly interpre 
the word, do all in his power to be always obedient to the com- 
mand of our Lord and still not be a legalist. It is when he falls into 
the trap of thinking that his rule-keeping will result in his salvation 
that he begins to think as a legah@._ It is when one forgets or rejects 
the fact that “by grace are ye saved through faith: and that not of 
youselves ; it is a gift af God: not of works, lest ary man should 
boast" that he bevorass a legalist 
This is the danger being spoken of when it is affirmed here that 
lepalism is a grave danger to the church today, even as it was in the 
first century® 


One of the gravest errors in legalism is that it robs God of 
glory and glorifies man. It directs the mind to the "works of man" in 
obedience to niles instead of to Christ for his work on the cross. The 
whole difference 1s between the "worthiness" of man and the worthi- 
ness of Chnst. As pointed out by bro. Cook, legalism is not being a 
stiickler for exact obedience as the "cause" of his salvaton that the 
theology becomes heretcal. 

We have to assume that the Jews to whom Paul refers in Ro- 
mans 10 were honest and sincere in their rule keeping, for he said of 
them that they have a zeal for God but not according to knowledge. 
In spite of their Zealousness and sincerity, Paul said that they were re- 
jected because they sought their own righteousness through law- 
keeping instead of accepting the free gift of righteousness that comes 
through farth in God,10:1-3. There is a segment of brethren today 
who uisist on pleasing God by their own nghteousness, by works. 
They simply wil not accept the (imputed) nghteousness offered by 





% Gaylord Cook, "The Danger of Legalism", Firm Foundation, 
March 1, 1963. 
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God. Will not God reject brethren today who insist on their own righ- 
teousness, even after Paul said specifically that there is "none righteous, 
not even one" (Rom. .3:10)? Forgiveness of sins is a gift of God's 
grace. How can the forgiven simmer then claim something as his own 
that was given to him as a gift? Is there really a difference between the 
theologies of the first century and today? 

We have been told that God imputes to us our own righ- 
teousness when we forgiven. The fallacy here is in the concept of for- 
giveness. Forgiveness does not mean that when God said that he 
forgives that the soul is then morally pure as if the sins never occurred. 
This is not what the Bible teaches on forgiveness. The meaning of for- 
giveness is deeply rooted in the Old Testament sacnficial system in the 
atonement. The Hebrew word for atonement is "coper" and literally 
means "to cover over." This word is used in reference to Noah's "cov- 
enng' the ark with pitch (tar). It is well to bear in mind that Noah did 
not blot out of existence that which was covered over. It was simply 
Indden from view. So when Israel brought the young bullock to the 
temple and offered him on the day of atonement (modern Yom kp- 
per’) the national sin of Israel was "covered over." They were amply 
spared the consequence (pumshmertt) of sin. Forgiveness then is the 
removal of due punishment for sin. The same idea is carried over into 
the New Testament. Chnst was that suffenng substitute whose shed 
blood "covers" (atones) for the sins of mankind. The sinner, who 
right}y deserves to suffer, is released from pumshment. Here again, the 
sm is "covered over" so as not to be seen. But understand this! Sin is 
stil an historical fact in the life of the smmer! A fact can never become 
anon-fact. Thankfully it can be hidden, overlooked, and the guilty can 
be released fiom its consequence (a jubilee, the year of release, Cf 
Lev. 25:8-17) Shedd says: 

By the arffering of the snne’s atoning substitute, the di- 
vine wrath at sin is propitiated, and as a consequence of 
this propifiation the punishment due to sin is released, or 
not inflicted upon the transgressor. This release or non- 
fiction of penalty is "forgiveness" n the Biblical 
representation.’ 


The point of all this is that no man can claim a moral ngh- 
teousness based upon his sins being forgiven. Forgiveness does not 
improve the quality of the soul. It has nothing to do with quality, or 
punty, or imnocence in the accepted sense of these words. It is an "as 
is" type of thing, or "the same as". Pumty of the soul comes when the 
"cotruptible puts on the incorruptible" (1 Cor. 15:53). In the here and 
now we have it by promise. In hight of this, how can any man claim to 
have “a righteousness of his own", based upon his own good works, 
law-keeping, or when he receives forgiveness? God does not impute 
to us "our own righteousness" when we are forgiven because the righ- 
teousness that God imputes is not based upon doing righteous deeds 
(Titus 3:5). Once we commit sin, we will always be sinners in fact. 
Nothing will ever change a fact. But thankfully, God can change the 
consequences in that holy year of release. All this is brought about 
through faith m Jesus Christ. This is what makes the Good News of 
the Gospel so extraordinary. - to be continued— 


Biblically Speaking 


By Dallas Burdette Part 4 





Like any growth, development mrezy be healthy or it 
mzy be malignant, discerning the difference between 
these two kands of gyowth cequires constant cesearch 
into the pathology of tradimons. But it is a healthy 
development that keeps a tradition both out of the 
cancer ward and out of the fossil anseum * 


i Wm G. T. Shedd, Dogmatic theology, Vol. 2 (Thomas Nelson 
publishers, Nashville), 390, ‘91 

- Jaroslav Pelikan, The Vindication of Tradition (New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 1984), 60. 
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JOHN LOCK AND THOMAS CAMPBELL 

Traditions often develop into a "fossl museum" The cliché 
wutiated by Thomas Campbell to untte Cinstans in all the sects is now 
a cancerous growth that needs surgery to restore it to its original intent 
- religious toleration! Since the Campbell's relied heavily upon Jolin 
Lock for many of their views concering toleration,’ a comparison of 
the.wntngs of Lock with the Campbell's will clanfy the central thnast 
betand the NOW famous motto ~ "Where the Scriptures speak, we 
speak..." Even though Jolin Locke did not employ this parhcular mot- 
to, nevertheless, he advocated the same principle in his famous tract — 
A Letter Concerning Toleration. 

It is not an accident that the disposition set forth in this NOW 
famous phrase of Thomas Campbell and his monumental document 
about Chnstan union is also expressed in the wntings of John Lock. 
Both men were concerned about TOLERATION. Some expressions 
are the same in both documents, but, it really goes without saying, that 
one does not have to employ identical words in order to communicate 
the same truths. 

Approximately one hundred and twenty years before Camp- 
bell wrote his Magna Charta for the Clnistan Assocation of Wash- 
ington, Jolin Locke (1632-1704) also wrote his famous letters 
concemng Tolerution in 1689, 1690, and 1692. In these letters he 
called for religious toleration for all except Roman Catholics and 
atheists. He advocated allowances for individual opinions on the 
ground that human understanding was too limited for one man to im- 
pose his beliefs on another. In order to understand the Campbells and 
Lock, one must survey the polttical and religious philosophy before and 
dunng the time of Lock as well as the religious conditions that existed 
in the time of the Campbells. 

POLITICAL AND RELIGIOUS HISTORY 
BEFORE AND DURING THE LIFE OF JOHN LOCK 


‘ It goes without saying that the Campbells based their religious 
toleration upon the Word of God, but, on the other hand, both men relied 
upon the phraseology of other men to adequately convey the truths of God 
encapsulated in human language. 
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In order to set the stage for a proper understanding of Lock's 
wmtngs, this author will begin with the polttical and religious reforms 
during the reign of Henry VII (1509-1547) and continue through the 
reagn of William and Mary (1689-1702), During the reigns of these 
kings and queens, certain acts enacted by the kings and queens and 
Parliament flamed intoleration toward the dissenters. The various Acts | 
of Uniformity passed by Parliament were inforced with ngor. Those 
who would not conform to the Acts of Uniformaty were persecuted 
with excommunication, banishment, torture, impnsonment, and even 
death 

HENRY THE EIGHTH 

One Hundred and twenty-three years before Lock was bom 
(1632), Henry VII became king of England (1509). Upon his ascen- 
sion to the throne, he opposed the Reforming Movement and his As- 
sertio Septem Sacrwmnentoram won him the title of "Defender of the 
faith.""° Pope Clement gave Henry this title because he stoutly op- 
posed the refomns advocated by Luther (1483-1547). After Henry 
broke with the Catholic Church, he maintained his rights to this title, 
only tt was not the faith of Catholicism with its Pope, even though the 
Ten Articles and later the Soc Articles promoted the Catholic teach- 
ings, but the faith of Henry that he defended. The Six Articles identi- 
fied the Church of England as entirely Roman Catholic in doctnne, 
except that he himself was head of the Church of England. In other 
words, he was sovereign over church and state. 

Twenty-five years after Heiry's ascension to the throne, the 
Cluirch of England came into existence (1534). This Church began 
when the English monarch, rather than the Bishop of Rome, was rec- 
ognized as the head of the church on earth, He summoned Parhament 
(1534) to pass Acts to transfer the leadership of the Church in England 
to him.''. Partament also passed another law, called the Act of Succes- 
sion, to declaré Henry's marnage to Catherine unlawful, but his 


19 Elizabeth A. Livingstone, The Concise Oxford Dictionary of the 
Christian Church (New York: Oxfor University Press, sia s.v. "Henry 
VI,” 236. 

| Ibid. 
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marriage with Anne lawful.’ Another law that he managed to get en- 
acted, the Act of Supremacy, declared Henry the Supreme Head of 
the Church in England." 

Beginmng with the reign of Henry, approximately one third of 
his kingdom was in the hands of the Catholic Church. Many leaders in 
the Church did not approve of Henry's actions. Henry was not pleased 
with the clergy and monks, for they had strongly opposed him in his 
religious reforms. As a result of their antagonism, he set about closing 
the monasteries and taking their estates for tumself and the men who 
supported him. And as a result of this power, Henry confiscated the 
cathedrals, monasteries, chapels, and abbeys held estates. “The king's 
agents visited and inspected these stitutions and were supposed to 
find some irregulanty in their management as a just ground for closing 
them."’* 


"In 1536 the king informed his subjects what they might be- 
lieve in matters of religion."’” He did this through a creed of Tez Ar- 
cles that the people of England must accept and obey, no exceptions 
without the penl of one's head. Even though earlier Henry had op- 
posed the reformers, now, certain articles in this creed favored the re- 
formers; however, 

Three years later, Henry and the Parliament issued a 
"new creed” of sx articles, supportng six of the doc- 
tines of the Catholic Church. "With this ‘whip of sx 
stnngs' he persecuted his people until the end of his 
reign. Any one who disagreed with him, was to lose his 
property for the first offense; for the second he lost his 
life. In two weels, five tumdred people were arrested, 


* In addition to his marriage to Anne Boleyn, between 1533 and his 
death in 1547 Hensy married Jane Seymour (1536), Anne of Cleves (1540), 
Catherine Howard (1540), and Catherine Parr (1543). 

8 Harmon B. Niver, A School History of England (New York: 
American Book Company, 1904), 169. 

Y Ibid., 171 

a Ibid., 172 
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and during the rest of Henry's Itfe, which stretched out 
eight years longer, twenty-eight were put to death.’ 


EDWARD THE SIXTH 
Following the death of Henry in 1547, kus son, Edward VI, 

became king (1547-1553). Edward's father had established an inde- 
pendent church by putting tnmselfin place of the Pope and destroying 
the monasteries. However, most of the doctnnes of the Catholic 
Church remained unchanged. The Six Articles provided for the mass 
and confessional, and forbade mamiage of the priest. England was di- 
vided over these questions of doctnne. The reformers would do away 
with it all and have a simple service of song, prayers and preaching in 
English The Sex Articles, dunng his reign, developed into Forty-Two 
Articles, which were years later reduced to Thit)-Nine Articles."’ 
Today, the clergy in the Clairch of England are required to affirm only 
a general assent 


MARY (BLOODY MARY) THE FIRST 
Mary was the first woman to rule England (1553-1558). She 

sought to restore the Catholic form of worsiup and the rule of the 
Pope. The Pope was again recognized as the Supreme head of the 
Church. Dunng her short reign, as well as the other reigns, religion 
was considered a part of politics. To rebel against the religion of the 
State was to be guilty of treason. Those who opposed the state reli- 
gion were generally considered as enemies of the government and 
were treated as heretics. Persecuhon prevailed in great mumbers 
agamst those who refused to accept the dictates of the state: 

The chef Protestant teachers were condemned to be bummed in the 

places where they had Guight. Nearly three tnmdred persous were 

put to death. Cranmer, the Archbishop of Canterbury and author 

of the prayer bok, Ridicy, Gishop af Landon; and Latimer, Bishop 

of Worcester, were the mast distinguished victims." 

P. O. Box 20274, Montgomery, Alabama 36120 


oa Ibid. 
i Ibid., 175. 
y Ibid., 1380. 
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"THE COMFORT OF THE 


SCRIPTURES" 
(ROMANS 15:4) 





By R. L. Kilpatrick Part 4 


In the last issue we dealt with the subject of nghteousness and for- 
giveness, that forgyveness did not mean that the soul is “ify white because 
God had declared a person righteous. Forgiveness simply means that God 
forgoes the punishment that is incurred when sin is commutted. Punishment 
is future. Therefore true forgiveness is consumated at the time that punistr 
ment would occur. Forgiveness is by prormse. A promise is fisture - or 
how else can it be a promise. True forgiveness - the purity of the soul - can 
only come when the "coruptible puts on the inconuptible." That can't 
come unrtl the end of time, m the eschavon Meanwhile, forgiveness is by 
arputanon. Tf not, what is the present "corruption” that must be put off at 
the cesurrection in order to recerve true purty of the soul? (Rom. 15:54). 


It may be well to record here that everything that God has held out 
for the Chnshan is future; that is, all that God has promtsed to those who 
have faith is shill firture. Eternal Ife is fisture, true nghteousness is future, 
ttue forgiveness of sins is future; justification, redempton and glorification 
is funwe. Our only consolation 1s that God has promised these things to us. 
A promuse is future by the very nature of it, and the consummaton of the 
prormses come at the end when we azhe7it Until then we are heirs (Gal. 
4:7, Eph 3:6). We now have them only by fata! Yes we have them in 
the here and now, but only by faith This is why faith is so essental. 
Without it we lose all. Farth is our Irfeline to all that God has m store for 
those who will mhent the heavens and the earth 

(Conpmued on page 46) 
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[_ EVERLASTING OR SHATTERING ARMS’ } 


By Elmer Prout 


We all have Bible passages which we connect with special mo- 
mentts in our lives. It may be the verses read when we were baptized or in 
the wedding ceremony. The passage might have been the favorite of a spe- 
cial relatrve, teacher or friend. In any case, when we hear the words that 
person or moment comes back with intensive clarity. 

We hear the words. We re-live the event. "Precious memories" 
become present expenence. 

Deuteronomy 33:27 1s one of those passages for me. 

The eternal God is your dwelling place, 
and underneath are the everlasting arms. 

When I hear those lines a Sunday night in church at Santa Ross, 
California @ashes into my mind. The preacher for that service was a local 
boy who had been off to Harding College. Home for the Holidays, he had 
been invited to give the evening sermon. I was in my early teens. My head 
was filled with all kinds of thoughts -- none of them focused on listening to 
a lesson on a text from the book of Deuteronomy. I nudged my seat mate 
and prepared to pass the time in our usual sermon-time diversions. 

But suddenly the preacher's voice cut through my whispered con- 
versation. I felt the confident intensity. The speaker really believed that the 
eternal God was the present God. He clearty eqperienced the lift and shel- 
ter of the everlasting arms. As I listened my distractions fell away. I was 
no longer passing time. I wanted to hear every word that person of faith 
had to share. More than that, I wanted his faith to become real in my heart 
too. 

Our lives as Chnshans include moments like that. Memory reach- 
es into the past gathers up yesterday's experiences and uses those expen- 
ences to enliven present life with God. With his everlasting arms the Lord 
Almighty holds yesterday and today together in the gift of faith-filled 
memory. 
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So, fond memories warm our hearts. But we cannot live on me- 
mories alone. Memonies connect us to the past, remind us of our roots, 
and encourage gyatitude. But life faces forward — like it or not, even our 
fondest memones must come under the light of continuing evaluation. 

Soon after I purchased a copy of the New Revised Standard Ver- 
sion I decided to use that translation in preparanon for a sermon on my fa- 
vorite text from Deuteronomy. With great anticipation I tumed the pages. 
I was hardly prepared for what I read. 


He subdues the ancient gods, 
shatters the forces of old... 


Talk about shatters! The difference between my memory of that 
Santa Rosa sermon and the new translation left my pre-planned talk scat- 
tered to bits. In one stroke of the reviser’s pen my favorite words from 
Deuteronomy 33:27 were gone — reduced to a footnote. 

I was stunned. Memory had told me that preparing a lesson on 
this text would be a snap. The outline had fallen into place even before I 
had compared the translahons. Should I change text and sermon? Should 
I press on as if I had not seen the New Revised? It was not the kind of 
preaching puzzle I wanted to attempt to solve 

Somewhere in those wondenngs the light began to dawn. It is trug 
that I held the passage in fond memory. But, no matter how fond, the 
verse is not captive to anyone's memory — not even to mine and my desire 
to proclaim the same thoughts I remembered from my Santa Rosa 
childhood. 

The Eternal God cannot be reduced to a set of words. Of course, 
it is true that we must use words to speak with and about God. But God is 
not a prisoner in a jal constructed out of human words. 

God humbles himseif'as he comes to us along the path of our hu- 
man words. That divine tumnltty is for our benefit. We could never hear 
or speak to God in any other terms. But the eternal God who humbles 
himself to the level of our understanding is not bound to limit himself to 
that level. God can, and I am convinced, does step beyond our present 
point of heanng on occasions of his own free choice. 
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Robert Gordis translates with these words: "The out-stretching of 
the everlasting arms." God extends his everlasting arms to us on his own 
terms. God's care is not tied to my memory. Nor does God's protection 
depend on the Bible version of my choice. 


Are God's everlasting arms long enough and strong enough to 
hold us in the midst of the chock waves which may be set off by continued 
language resezzch? Yes! The eternal God revealed himself to his people 
long before there was any English language version of the Scriptures. He 
will continue to reveal himself to his people long after the language of my 
favonite translation has become obsolete. 

When the new translation shattered my pat memory of the text I 
had to decide where my assurance was. Did my assurance rest in my grasp 
of the verse? Or was it centered in the God who is larger than any grasp I 
will ever have? God is before this text. God is beyond this text. God is 
not threatened by a change of words no matter how that change challenges 
Our present understanding of'a particular passage. 

Bible study is more than an exercise in human memory. We are 
grateful for the ability to remember. We could not live full lives without 
memory. But we are called by God to allow our memonies and the human 
certaimies which go with them to be taken up into God's arms. When we 
surrender control of memory and certainly to God we find that his arms are 
everlasting. We will also discover that his everlasting arms shatter all of 
our human ideals and presumptions. 

In the everlastng/shattering arms of God we meet life. It will be 
life as it comes — not life as we expected it to be. It will be larger and more 
complicated than we ever dreamed. But no matter — life will never be too 
large, too heavy, or too unmanageable for the arms of the eternal God. 

Past history, past language comes to life for us when we rest in the 
aims of the eternal God. Secure in his arms we find that the ancient word 
yields more and more of the present encounter with the ever-present God. 
The text of Scnpture holds meamngs far beyond our fondest imaginations. 
Is there a place where we can encounter those expanding meanings with- 
out fear? Yes, that place is found in the everlasung/shattering arms of God 

850 Minter Averme, Shafter, California 93263 
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THE COMFORT OF THE SCRIPTURES - From page 42 
ETERNAL LIFE: CAN WE LOSE IT? 


If we can have eternal life NOW, and the scriptures assure us that 
we can and do (John 5:24; 1 John 5:13), how can it be possible that we 
could ever lose it? If we have it and can lose it, did we ever have it to begin 
with? Eternal means forever, doesn't it? 


This puts us into into a position to look at "eternal life" in a differ- 
ent perspective. 


Eternal life that which is promised by God— does not have refer- 
ence to “our” life, the life of our earthly existence, our life entity. As 
Chnistans we have no life of our own. In Chnst, the life we have ts the life 
of Chnst, and when we are "in Him" we have HIS fife which is contimious, 
eternal—always was and always wil be. Therefore if we are in Him we 
share in His continuous (eternal) life. It would do just as well to drop the 
word "etemal” and say "life." To have Christ's life is to have his life that is 
etemal. And, brethren, is is future. It is now by promise. It is based on 
Jaith. 

How can we have etemal life and yet lose it? (which sounds con- 
tradictory, paradoxical) By losing faith If it is possible to lose farth, as did 
Hymenaeus and Alexander (1 Tim. 1:19,20), then we can have it and lose 
it because we are no longer in Christ through fasth This should settle the 
question of how we can have eternal life now and still lose it. Etemal life 
belongs to God and God alone by witue of his Divine Nature, and by His 
grace we are allowed to share it with hom through Gith until the con- 
Summuahon. 


When Christ who is our life appears, then you will also ap- 
pear with him in glory (Col. 3:4). 


However, there is one thing that God has promised that is not fir- 
ture, but is fulfilled in the here and now when one becomes a Chnshan. 
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In him you also, who have heard the word of truth, the gospel of 
our salvation, and have believed in him, were sealed with the 
promised Holy Spirit, which is the guarauee of our inheritance 
wortil we acquire possession of it, to the praise of his glory. - Eph 
1:13, 14; Acte 2:38, 8:15-17). 


What did God promise us? THE HOLY SPIRIT! When? Now! 
This is not a future promuse but a guarantee now, a surety, an eamest 
(assurance) that God will do what he has prommsed! Everythng else is fu- 
ture, by prommse. The Holy Spmtt is given not by firture promise. It is God's 
indwelling guarantee “until we acquire possesuon of it..." (our 
areata) 


But you are not in the flesk, you are in the Spirit, if the 
Spirit of God really dwells in you. Anyone who does not 
have the Spirit of Clvist does not belong to him (Rom 
8:9b). 


Don't let anyone tell you that the Holy Spirit dwells only between 
the covers of the Bible. If the Spirit does not dwell within, how will Chns- 
hans be raised from the dead? "Jf the Spirit of him who raised Jesus from 
the dead dwells in you, he who raised Christ Jesus from the dead will give 
life to your mortal bodies also through his Spirit which dwells in you" 
(Rom 8:11). That makes a pretty good argument for the indwelling Holy 
Spint. He is the very means of our resutecton If we should be so unfor- 
tunate as not to possess the Spint when we die, there is no hope of a resur- 
rection. (See additonal comments under Witness, page 53.) 


This last thought brings us into conflict with another theological 
aspect of resurrection. We oust challenge the traditional teaching con- 
cemmng the "abode" of the dead. When the spint leaves the body at death, 
where does it 20? 


..rud the dust returns to the earth as it was, and tie spirit 
returns to God who gave it (Eccle. 12:7) 
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Let me say first that when we talk about death and eternity we are 
on the edge of infinsty and it would be well to remam fleable and be some- 
what less than dogmatic on the subject. 

Conceming the constitution of man, scholarship is generally agreed 
that Adam was first "body" and then "soul" when "spuit” was fiised 
(breathed into) with body. This can only mean that as respecting the "ele- 
ments" of man, he is a dual beng, but when soul is thought of as a third 
elenent, he may be ceferred to as a triune bemg But "sou!" is not a third 
eement. It is the result of adding body and spurt together. "We think of 
the sputt as soul, only when in the body, so that we cannot speak of an m- 
mortality of the soul m the proper sense, without bodily life.” If we can 
reason that the body of Adam had no life until quickened by the spint, then 
we can reason that when spirit is removed from body the body dies (Js. 
2:26) and likewise soul is noneastent since there is no life entity, 1. e., body 
fused with spirit. 

However, there is still a realm of uncertainty and a degree of as- 
sumpbon connected with this view of death. Two primary things have to 
be assumed in talang the position that the soul dies. First, it has to be as- 
sumed that the spirit will at some fitture time exist without the body, and 
this necessitates the second assumption that the elernent of "time" exasts be- 
tween plrysical death and the resurrecton to a new body—and here we 
leave the edge of wnfinity and leap right into the middle. 

Some will deny that these things have to be assumed, but nowhere 
does the scriptures teach that the spirit of man will ever est without the 
body, even after physical death. Crawford comments: 

Anistotelian-Thomastic teaching is that soul "informs" body, 
Or vice versa, that body is "informed" by soul ("mform" 
meamng to give form to, that is, to put a thing in its proper 
class); Hence that the two are inseparable, because body 
needs needs soul and soul needs body, for mutually comple- 
mentary ends. The same thing may be said of "spmit", as 
used in scnpture, it seems always to be represented as beng 
associated with, or identical with, a rarefied form of 


Schleiermacher, as quoted by A.H Strong, Systematic Theology (one 
volume edition, Judson Press, Phila., 1907) 486. 
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"matter." ... All this boils down to the fact that, with refer- 
ence to man, neither soul nor spirit, in Biblical teaching 1s 
bodilessness: the notion of "disernbodied spints" is a distinc- 
tive feature of Oriental mysticisms. According to scripture 
teaching, God alone is Pure Spirit John 4:24).7 


If the matter of bodiless spirits is to be settled by the amount of 
scripfura) evidence, then we will have to side with the idea that man has 
continuous possession of "body". Consider these Bible examples: 


Enoch was "translated" and continued his walk with God in the 
body (Gen. 5:24). Moses died and was intemed by God Himself (Deut. 
34:5,6), but he appeared in the body (Mat. 17:1-6); Elijah was taken up be- 
fore the eyes of Elisha (II Kings 2:11), but he appeared with Moses and Je- 
sus in the body, both Lazareth and the Rich Man were in the body (since a 
"spirit" can't be seen) (Lk. 16:19-31); on the advent of the "new age”, many 
of the graves in Jerusalem were opened and the dead saints arose and 
walked about in the body (Mat. 27:72,53), and Jesus led captivity captive 
(Eph. 4:8); John saw “souls” under the altar (Rev. 6:9), and only spirits 
with bodies can be seen. Jesus, the greatest of all examples, continues in 
the body as "flesh and bones" (Lk. 24:40). 


Before we dismiss these suggestions as unthinkable, consider the 
following passage: 


For we know that if the earthly tent we lve in is destroyed, we 
have a building from God, a house not made with hands, eternal in the 
heavens. Here indeed we groan and long to put on our heavenly dwell- 
ing, so that by putting & on we may not be found naked For while we 
are still in this tent, we sigh with anuety; not that we would be un- 
clothed, but that we would be further clothed, so that what is mortal 
may be swallowed up by life. He who has prepared us for this very 
thing is God, who has given us the spird as a guarantee (Il Cor. 5:4,5). 


C. C. Crawford, Genesis, Volume 1 (College Press) 434, 445. 
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Note especially that when this earthly tent (body) is destroyed, "we 
have a building (spitua) body) from God , etemal in the heavens”. Craw- 
ford says, "Strictly speakang, the word ‘eternal’ means without beginning or 
end, whereas immortal’ means ‘having a begimimg but no ending’ There- 
fore, if we have a body which is "eternal" in the heavens, the idea presented 
is that our heavenly body has been there from the beginning and waring to 
be occupied when the spunt leaves the earthly physical body. Crawford 
goes on to say: 

To try to deterrnine whether this transmmustahon takes place 

unmediately at death, or following an "intermediate state" at 
the general Resurrection (Matt. 11:21-24; 12:38-42), is, of 
course unjushfied, presumptuous, and filble; it is vainly try- 
ing to interpose man's measurement of time into the realm 
of God's timelessness: and all such mattets are best left to 
the disposition of the Sovereign of the Universe...* 

The fact that God does not count time as we do, that "with the 
Lord one day is as a thousand years...", should cause us to proceed cau- 
tiously when spealang of death and the hereafter. All the confusion that ex- 
ists in this and in other areas of the afterlife is due to the inability to thnk in 
timeless terms. We simply cannot unagine a realm in which time Is not a 
factor, or how that God can live in the etemal today. and holding the whole 
course of history before him in one instant. Manian had this observation: 

ASI of this means - and let us mark this well in our minds - 
that God has the entre course of time physically present in 
His eternal Instant, and that He has it before His eyes in tts 
enbrety when he established all things from all eternity to 
which all the instants of the life of a man, the last as well as 
the first, are present together.’ 


If God holds the total history of creation before him, then he sees 
the saints in their final state, now! The saved who leave this created life 


Op. Cit. 440. 

Ibid. 

Jacques Maritian, God and the Permission of Evil (trans. by Evans, 
Bruce, Milwaukee), 76, 106. 
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through physical death move into the eternal realm where God is omnipres- 
ent. Paul had the great desire to be out of the body and be with Christ 
(Phil. 1:23). He knew nothing about a "realm of departed spirits." True, 
there was a Hadean world before "life" became a reality, but - 
"When he ascended on high he led a host of captives, 

and he gave gifis to men" (In saying, "He ascended," 

what does it mean but that he had also descended into the 

lower parts of the earth? He who descended is he who 

also ascended far above the heavens, that ke might fill all 

things. )° 


In death Christ descended into the Hadean world and broke the 
bond of death. In the Great Escape he took with him a "host of captives" 
when he ascended "far above the heavens.” All of the redeemed ascend to 
be with Christ as capfves, just as Moses, Elijah, and as Paul who had al- 
ready been there (II Cor 12:2-4). 


Where ts this "far above the heavens" to where Jesus ascended? It 
was where He told the thief on the cross they would be meet, in Paradise 
(Lk. 23:4043). After pointng out that in the beginning of the NT there 
was two compartments of Hades, one for the wicked and one for the good 
and that the one for the righteous was called Paradise, Thiessen comments 
on the above passage: 


"After the resurrection of Christ there seems to have come a 
change. From that tme on believers are represented as going into the pres- 
ence of Christ at death. Thus Paul represented his embodied condition as 
one in which he was ‘absent from the Lord,' and his disembodied condition 
as one in which he would be ‘at home with the Lord’ (2 Cor. 5:6-9). He 
expressed his desire to ‘depart and be with Chnist, for it 1s very far better’ 
(Phil. 1:23). We also see the 'souls of them that had been slain’ under the 
altar and conscious (Rev. 6:9-11). They still go to Paradise, but Paradise is 
now above (2 Cor 12:2-4). It 1s possible that when Chnst arose, He took 
with Him not only a first frit of men whom He raised bodily (Matt. 


é Eph. 4:8-10. 
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27:52,53), but also the souls of all the mghteous in Hades, (Eph. 4:8; Ps. 
68:18). Henceforth all believers go into Christ's presence at death, while 
the unbelievers continue to go to Hades, as in O.T. times."” 


That Chnstians go into a Hadean world at death is not taught in 
the N.T. If they go to be with Christ (Ptal. 23), then they go to Paradise for 
that is where Christ is. Consider this: 

If the Holy Spirit dwells in us now, and if the spirits of departed 
saints wing their way into some nether region at the time of death, where 
does the Holy Spirit go? Does the Spint go into the Hadean world with 
the departed saint? - or does He retum to heaven—leaving the departed 
saint to dwell alone for perhaps eons of time? If the Spirit retums to heav- 
en to await further instnictions at the resurrection, then what is the sigmifi- 
cance of His present indwelling, and how ts the "guarantee" affirmed in the 
departed spirit? If the answer is that He will return at some later time to 
resurrect the body, then we must ask how such is possible is a realm where 
“time” doesn't exst? 

The Bible, of course, does not teach such a concept of death, nor 
of the Holy Spint ever leaving the redeemed alone in a Hadean world. 
Such a thought ts not very pleasant. Paul indicates that the indwelling Spir- 
it is the power of our resurrecton (Rom. 8:11). There is no interim period 
of time indicated here or elsewhere in scnpture, for "... just as it is ap 
pointed for men to die once, and after that comes judgment” (Heb. 9:27). 
Still, the pivotal question is "when" will the Spint "give life to your mortal 
bodies"? But even the question raises the issue of “time” and without it we 
have no point of reference from which to answer. 

Paul's passage to the Romans is evidence that he who dies "in the 
Lord” has the means of his resurrecton dwelling wrtun him, which is the 
Holy Spint. Therefore tt is unnecessary for God to send forth some exter- 
nal power to affect our resurrecton. The power 1s internal, just as it was in 
Peter when he walked on water and just as it was in Jesus when he was 
raided from the dead. 


’ Henry Thiessen, Introductory Lectures in Systematic Theology 


(Eerdmans Pub. Co., Grand Rapids, M1), 289. 
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WITNESS 
It seems that not even God is satisfied to leave us in the grup of an 

unsubstanhated faith (only) , that it is a bit rmich to expect of man to give 
up everything pleasurable in this life to pursue a life (eternal) based on what 
someone has written or what he may have heard someone say. Thus is too 
will-o-the-wisp, too whims.cal, too nebulous even for the visionary. A man 
of farth needs somethhng more. We know that the Chnstian is not saved 
by sight, but we also believe that he needs something more substantial, or 
someone to witness to his inner being that he dealing with something out of 
the ordinary, something other-worldly, phenomenal, a Deity. "God has not 
left Himself without witness", not even with farth. 

For you did not recave the spirit of slavey to fall back 

into fear, but you have recetved the spirit of sonship. 

When we cry, "Abba! Father!" it is the Spirit hursdf 

bearing witness with our spirit that we are the children of 

God, and if children, the heirs, heirs of God and fellow 

hears with Christ... (Rom. 8:1§-17). 
He who has not felt the Spirit of God strmng within him should be con- 
cemned about his calling. (to be continued) 

2710 Day Road, Huntsville, Alabama 35801 


| THE TITHE, GUILT, AND LUXURY } 


By Cecil Hook 


The title of this brief essay may suggest no meaning to you, but I 
hope that it will surmulate your aumiosity to see if I make any sense of tt. 

Under the Law of Moses given to Israel, the firstfnuts were 
claimed by God. A tithe, or ten percent, of all crops and produce belonged 
to the Lord. It was dedicated (made holy, set apart) for sacnfices of wor- 
ship and for taxes. This tithe was the Israeli's sole contribution, or tax, to 
Support them church-state system. It was their entire religious contnbuton 
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and govemment tax combined. The remaining 90% was considered as 
personal prospentty. 

We heirs of the StonesCampbell Movernent, along with most other 
followers of Chnst, understand that such a law was given specifically to Is- 
rael and it was never made an obligation for those under grace instead of 
Law. Our relationship and service to God, which includes the money we 
give, are not based upon or measured by legal requirements. Our giving is 
motivated by love, the highest of principles, which camot be measured by 
quotas. Weareholy, having dedicated our entire beings to the worship and 
service of Him who blesses us with talents and the fruits of therm Our in- 
tensity of love deterrmnes the use of all the gifts God gives to us. 

So far, so good. But here is where guilt enters. In order to in- 
crease giving to support the local programs of the congregation, preachers 
and elders will lean very dependently upon law to define quantity. While 
confessing that we are under no rea! law requinng a tithe, they will insist 
that the tithe has been God's standard for giving in all times. By this they 
reinforce the concept of the Law which designated some of our blessing as 
being God's and the rest of tt as ours. And we dare not use God's for self, 
robbing him of tithes and offerings. Guilt is laid on the less wary hearer so 
the tithe is produced to clear the conscience of the dreaded sin of robbing 
God. Thus the tthe becomes a tool with which to manipulate guilt in rais- 
ing money for support of a congregational system. Our motrvahon of love 
usually is appealed to with insistence that the love must be shown through 
the tithe given to God through the church. 

This concept mistakenly dishnguishes between what is God's and 
what is ours. It wrongly identifies gjving money as an act of worship that is 
more praiseworthy than our giving ourselves as liming sacnfices in using all 
that God gives us. 


If we give to the extent of our love, how can we justify trving in 
hoary? We see popular TV preachers amass fortumes and live the affluent 
"900d life". How do they justify their extavegant lifestyles? They give the 
Lord his part in a tithe; the rest is thers to emoy! They boast that you can- 
not outgve God; they give, and God gives them yet more! He ennches 
those who trust inlum! But their love is measured by a tithe! 
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camot outgive God; they give, and God gives them yet more! He enriches 
those who trust n him! But their love is measured by a tthe! 


Now don't become too srmmg about those preachers. You are not 
a preacher, but do you practce the same thing? God gave you a gift for 
making money. You use your whole gift, work hard, and he blesses you 
with money. So you give him his portion, ten percent. The rest 1s yours? 

Again, this concept incorrectly distinguishes between what is God's 
and what is Ours. It segrewates life into the religious and the secular. That, 
however, 1s not true holiness through complete dedication to God. That is 
dedication of ten percent of the capabilites that he gives us. It is not 
whole-life service. 


What have you that you did not receive? If then you received it, 
why do you boast as if it were not a gift?”, Paul shamed the Conmthans (1 
Cor. 4:7). The gifted executive or attorney makes a fabulous salary while 
the gifted school teacher, nurse, or policeman receives modest pay. Each 
works equally hard in using the gift given by his/her Maker. Does God in- 
tend that one take advantage of his gift to live in hixury while the others 
must pinch pennies financially? Each should be dedicated to use the gift as 
fully as possible in whole-life service. It is becoming in none of us to use 
only ten percent of what he/she has been endowed with, whatever the tal- 
emts may be. 


This is not meant as a chiding of you who are more wealthy than I 
am. There is no metit in impovenshing ourselves, though such may be 
praseworthy if it is done in demonstrating love for others. This is my ap- 
peal for us all to demonstrate love in proportion with our gifts, whether we 
have one talent or five. How can you measure love by percentages? 

I am not judging your case; I'm having hard enough time judging my own! 
The tthe must not be considered as a measurement of righteousness nor as 
God's portion of our lives. It should not be used as a guilt-manipulaing 
tool to raise money. Nor can we rightly jusufy selfishness by demonstrating 
love through use of only ten percent of our generous gifts from God. 


10905 SW Mira Court, Tigard, Oregon 97223. 
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Biblically Speaking 


BY DALLAS BURDETIE PART $ 


MARY (BLOODY MARY) THE FIRST 

The Febmuary issue concluded with a quote concermng the execu- 
tions of Ridley and Latimer dunng the ragn of Bloody Mary. The objec- 
tive in this history of the langs and queens is to help one understand more 
Clearly the letters of John Locke concermng toleration (1689), and its im- 
pact upon Thomas and Alexander Campbell upon a divided church in their 
day. In other words, how all of these men sought to bring about unity 
within the Ctmstian community. This fifth article begins with the quote 
from part four in this series. 


Thomas Cranmer (1489-1556) was responsible for the abolition of 
church ceremonies, for the destruction of images, for the Book of Com- 
mon Prayer (BCP) of 1549 and 1552, and for the Fortv-T wo artcles. On 
the ascension of Mary, he was accused of treason and sentenced to death 
under earlier statues. Nicholas Ridley (1500-55) also favored the teachings 
of the Reforiners, and, as a result of his beliefs, he too suffered death by 
buming upon the ascension of “Bloody” Mary. Hugh Lahmer 
(1485-1555) opposed the Six Articles’ and resigned his See under the reign 
of Marys father, Edward VI (1547-1553). Later, Latimer retumed to fa- 
vor, but upon the ascension of Mary, he was confined to the Tower and in 
1555 bumt at the stake along with Ridley. 

Those who opposed the state religion were considered enermes of 
the the government. Queen Mary revived the old laws of Henry IV (1399- 


The Six Articles were enacted during the reign of Henry VIL. The 
Articles were unpopular among the protestants and referred to unofficially as 
"the bloody whip with six strings." Many individuals went to their death for 
minor offenses. See Bray, Documents of the English Reformation, s.v. "The 
Act of the Six Articles, 1539," 222-232, 
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1413) and Henry V (1413-1422) conceming dissidents. Dunng the reign 
of Henry IV, a statute was enacted by which persons convicted of teaching 
heresy, that is to say, opinions that did not conform to the status quo, were 
tumed over to the civil authorities to be bumt before the people.” Upon 
Henry the V's ascension to the throne, he followed his father's policies and 
pursued the Lollards (disciples of Wycliffe {1830-1884]) for their refusal to 
subscribe to many of the teachings and practices of the Catholic Church. 
Dunng his reign, the writings of Wycliffe were ordered bumed by the 
Council of Constance (1415) and his remains were exhumed and bumed. 
This order was camed out in 1428.'° Thus, Mary reenacted the earlier 
statues to legalize the eluminafion of dissent in her realm. 
ELIZABETH 
Upon Elizabeth's'’ ascension to the throne (1558-1603), 

Parliament decided that the queen must be "Sypreme Govemor of the 
Realm" in church matters as well as in other things. Parliament also 
changed Cranmer’s (1489-1556)'* prayer book"* by leaving out things that 


- Niver, A School History of England, 133. 

a“ Elgin Moyer, Wycliffe Biographical Dictionary of the Church, 
revised and enlarged by Earle E. Cairns (Chicago: Moody Press, 1982), 
441-442, 
‘ She was the daughter of Henry VIII and Anne Boleyn. 

"He was partly responsible for the Ten Articles and for the 
dissemination of the Bible in the vernacular. After Henry's death (1547) 
Cranmer was one of the most influential counsellors of Edward VI, and his 
ideas developed in an increasingly Protestant direction. He was largely 
responsible for the abolition of the old Chruch ceremonies, for the destruction 
of images, for the BCP of 1549 and that of 1552, as well as for the Forty-Two 
articles. On the ascession of Mary (1553) he was accused of treason, tried and 
sentenced, but the Queen spared his life. He was, however, imprisoned, tried 
for heresy, and degraded. He made several recantations but renounced them 
and was burnt at the stake," in Livingstone, The Concise Oxford Dictionary of 
the Christian Church, s.v. "Cranmer, Thomas (1489-1556)," 135. 

2 “The First BCP was issued in 1549 and its use ordered by the first Act 
of Uniformity. {n doctnne and ritual it was a compromise between the old and 
new schools and pleased neither. Revision in the light of Protestant criticism 
led to the issue of the Second BCP in 1552. Affter the reign of Mary, this was 
reissued. with a few alterations, as the Elizabethan BCP of 1559, to which the 
Omaments Rubric was attached. After the Restoration, the 1662 Act of 
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there were offensive to the Catholics. "This book was ordered to be used 
in the service of all the churches in EngJand, under grave penalties for dis- 
obeying the order....""* Before leaving this discusson of Elizabeth, it is 
sigmfcant that 

Ehzabeth's own bands were not spotless. As weshall see, nearly 

two Inmdred Catholics were put to death in England during her 

rego. Under her, also, the torture was frequently used to force 

confessions from the accused, whereas under Mary it had scarcely 

ever been resorted to....A fine of twenty pounds a month was laid 

on any one who would not attend the established church As mary 

as two tamdred of the Jesuits wheie mpnsoned or pit to 

death....Dumng the rest of the ragn the Catholic dissemters were 

(reated with the greatest severity. Priest and laymen who would 

not cecant were banished, and about fifty, including two worren, 

suffered death....it tned and purnshed the Purtems harshly. By this 

time the most of the Catholics had been driven into the established 

church; and, to make it canfonn sumewhat to the old form of 

Catholic worship, the High Church party grew up, which Elizabe- 

th herself favored, and which afterwards, by its severity, drove the 

Puritans into rebellion.’° 

JAMES THE FIRST 


James I (1603-1625) brought into England a new idea as to the 
power of the lang. Prior to James I being crowned lang, the people main- 
tained that the king was not above the law. But James believed that he was 
above the law and could do as he pleased "His favorite expression was, 

God makes the king, the king makes the law."""* From this theory derived 


Uniformity authorized a BCP revised by Convocation. The most important 
change was the introduction of the AV for the Epistles and Gospels. This 1662 
Book remained almost unchanged until modern times,” in Livingston, The 
Concise Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church., s.v. "Common Prayer, 
Book of,” 120. 


a Nivar, 4 School History of England, 183. 
2 Ibid., 184, 191, 194. 
6 Ibid., 204. See also Hall and Albion and Pope, 4 History of England 


and the Empire-Commonwealth (Lexangton: Xerox College Publishing, 1971), 
220. 
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the belief that a king derives his power directly fiom God. Thus, this 
theory of "divine nghts" is sometimes called "the divine right of kings." 

By virtue of Elizabeth's death, he succeeded to the English throne. 
On his way from Scotland to London, the Purttans presented him with a 
petition signed by a thousand’” Puritan clergyman to repeal the laws against 
the dissenters. The Puritan ministers did not want to wear robes’* when 
they conducted their services, and they also wished to be allowed to preach 
sermons of thar own They did not like to make the sign of the cross 
when children were baphzed, or to use a ring in a wedding ceremony. To 
begin with, he listened to their complaytts, but he became extremely angry 
when they did not agree with him on every point. On the other hand, the 
English bishops praised his every decision Thus, he deserted the Presbyte- 
nans and gave his support to the Enghsh bishops. His wrath also tumed 
toward the Catholics. Even though, at the beginrang of his reign, he sought 
to be more concihatory toward the Catholics by suspending a law of Eliza- 
beth that fined Catholics for not attending the English church, yet later he 
revived this law of fining the Catholics twenty pounds a month if they did 
not attend the Enshsh church. This fine was so extravagant and heavy that 
many did not attend the English Church. This fine was so extravagam and 
heavy that many were nuined.”” - Contimied 

P. O. Box 10284, Montgomery, Alabama 36120 
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Actually, there were only eight hundred signatures. The petition was 
named ‘Millenary petition," named for its supposed signatures of one thousand 
clergymen. See Hall and Albion and Pope, A History of England and the 
Empire-Commonweatth, 221. 

- "A dispute about clerical dress which began under Edward VI and 
under Elizabeth I became one of the foundations of the Puritan party. The 
question became acute in 1550, when John Hooper, nominated BP of 
Gloucester, at frst cefused to be coasecrated in the surplice and rochet 
prescnbed by the BCP. After Elizabeth’s ascession to the resoration of 
vestments in the Chapel Royal excited opposition. M. Parker's Advertisements 
(1566) required the use of a surplice in parish churches and a cope in cathedral 
and collegiate churches. 37 London clergy refused compliance and were 
deprived. Serious disturbances followed,” in Livingstone, The Concise 
Oxford Dictionary of the Christion Church, s.v. "Vestirian Controversy, The,” 
536-537, 

? Niver, 4 School History of Engtand, 203-213. 
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VoL XXIII No.4 April 1995 


UNITY IN DIVERSITY? 
OR UNITY BY PURGING? 


Fe ve Fe Se se Se Se Je Se Fe Se Fe Fee Ke KH KKKK KKK 


In the February issue of Ensign we challenged the validity of 
an article written by Jere E. Frost on the subject of Unity in Diversity, 
im a magazine called Gespel Truths. Bro. Frost has witten a rebuttal 
article which he would like to see printed in the pages of Ensign. He 
has apparently overlooked the size of the Ensign as his article spans 
many pages, and add to that my rebuttal pages and it is far too many 
for such a small magazine. What In going to do, and he will no doubt 
consider this unfair, isto print his main points of rebuttal to my renew, 
and then my reply to his rebuttal. I believer it is fair because the validity 
of his argument will stand or fall on the merit of his power of reasoning 
and scriptural proof. I have no fear whatever of presenting his whole 
argument for it is easy to answer and js only a typical presentation of 
the subject by our "non-instthuhonal” brethren—which we have an- 
swered many times in the past. 

The above title may sound strange, and will certainly be dened 
by bro. Frost, but it is factual and I will Justrate the truthfulness of it in 
the course of this essay. Yes, bro. Frost and his tnbe believes the best 
way to achieve unity is to divide. He prefers Unity by Division rather 
than unity in diversity, or else why would he abuse Amos 3:3, which 
the KJV renders as ''Can two walk together, except they be agree- 
d?" This is a clear mstranslabon. Most, if not all, other versions ren- 
der the passage correctly, such as the RSV which has it, "Do two 
walk together, unless they have made an appointment." Bro 
Frost says this indicates “unity is agreement, not in diversity." Why so? 
Because they are "wallang together"? Doctmnal agreement is not indi- 
cated by the fact that they are wallang together. They could be dis- 
cussing their differences over the orphan home question, for example. 

Bro. Frost writes: 

Now to Amos 3:3 itself. He makes much of the fact that 
the RSV has “have made an appointment" where the King 
James has “be agyeed:. He then alleges that the passage “has 
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nothing whatever to do with brethren being in doctrinal agree- 
ment. But here he is in error, his ''appointment" emphasis not- 
withstanding. The appointment itself is an agreement. It is a 
meeting of minds.. This is clear in both translations, and I have 
no quarrel with either. (Does he think maybe our diversity here 
will promote unity? I speak facetiously. Unity will come from 
our having a meeting of minds as to what Amos, or any other in- 
spired writer, said, and being patient with and courteous to one 
another in the meantime.) May I commend to my brother the 
folowing scholarty commentary on Amos 3:3. 
The "two" are God's judgment and the prophet's 

word These do not coincide by mere chance, no 

more than two persons pursue in conmtppany the same 

end without previous agreement. The prophet an- 

nounces God's judgment because God has commis- 

stoned him; the prophet is of one mind with God... 

the Septuagint, reading differently, has, "except they 

know one another." 


+ 4++4+4+4 14 +++ EHH 
Reply: 
I don't know how the above scholarly rendition of Amos 3:3 
helps the case of Bro. Frost. I think we can both agree that these 
"two" met by previous agreement by having made an “appointment” to 
do so. But it has nothing whatever to do with doctrinal agreement 
which 1s why these brethren use this passage. These brethren are des- 
perate to find some semblance of justificanon for the practice of disfel- 
lowshipping brethren and dividing the brotherhood. This desperation is 
epitomiaed in their distortton of Amos 3:3. Why they would want to 
do so is an astomsting mystery. 

The word "agreed" is from the Hebrew “yaad " which is de- 

fined by Song's Exhaustive Concordance, as, 


To fix upon (by agreement or appouttment); by im- 
plication to meet (at a stated time), to summon to tna), 
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to direct (in a certain quarter or position), to engage (for 
mamiage)." 

There 1s nothing here to even hmt that fellowship depends 
upon doctmnal agreement, and this is the prime reason why our non 
-mstfufional brethren call upon this passage. Now, regardless of what 
you might think of the scholarship of Cari Ketcherside, and this could 
very well be a test of your own scholarsitp, you have to consider his 
words on this subject of Amos 3:3. 

"The ancient prophet was not writing to provide for us a basis 
of fellowship in Christ Jesus. He was a luamble herdsnan, swrononed 
Jrom his daily labor to carry the message of God to the lwasry-loving 
and profligate cout of Jereboaon IT, ruler of the ten tribe kingdom of 
Israel. It was necessary to justify his reason for being in Bethel, in 
the king's sanctuary. This he does by a remarkable speech on the top- 
ic of cause and effect. He asks a series of questions about matters 
with which his hearers are familiar. The one under consideration is 
the fast in the sequence (3:3-8). The RSV correctly translates it, ‘Do 
two walk together, untess they have made an appointnent?" 

A lion roaring in the forest indicates he has found prey. A 
young lion snarling in his den indicates he has food. A bird falling in 
a snare signifies the trigger was set. A snare Suddenly springing up 
Jrom the ground indicates the presence of an puruder. People ina 
city, runrang in panic, indicates the trumpet has sounded an alam. 
lwo people walking together is an indication they have made an ap- 
pointment. By the same token, the presence of a prophet in a commu- 
nity, is proof that God has a message for the people who reside there, 
since ‘the Lord God does nothing without revealing his secret to his 
servants the prophets" (verse 7). The Lord God has spoken; who can 
but prophesy?’ It is as natural for the true prophet to speak what God 
reveals as for a lion to roar in the forest when he has taken prey." 

Now we have to ask why bro. Frost, and a host of others, 
would make use of this passage in Amos 3:3, except to advance the ar- 
gument that brethren who disagree doctnnally camot "walk" in fel- 
lowship,.but that when they walk together "...clearly this is unity m 


i W. Carl Ketcherside, Mission Messenger (May 1963), 71, 72. 
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agreement, not in diversity." (per bro. Frost). Then this also has to 
mean that if they are not wallang together they have separated. If they 
are separated, then unity with their respective party is maintained by 
means of division The purity of the church is maintained by purging 
from its ranks all who are not in doctrinal agreement. This, brethren, is 
unity by purging. It is the common practice of the church of our day. If 
you have some in the congregation who differ with you, kick them 
out! Brand them as false teachers. Disfellowship them!! Keep the 
church pure by purging and then we can claim unity because we got 
tid of the undearable element! 

This 1s why the church 1s divided into at least two dozen sepa- 
Tate groups. 


It is unity within one's own kind by division! 


Now suppose the church at Corinth operated on this philoso- 
phy. Was there ever such a diversified church!? There would have 
been at least sxx or more “sound” (but separated) churches! But no- 
where in the Bible does Paul or any other apostles advise separanon as. 
a means of solving church disputes. Bro. Frost writes: 


++++++++4+4++4+4+ 

He then mentions the covering (1 Cor. 11:2-164. He noted 
that there was a recent public debate on the subject and that it 
was said that "there is no division over the matter." 

If wearing the covering is a matter of the faith, then rejec- 
tion of it is indeed grounds for a division. If eating meats, or not 
eating meats, is a matter of the faith, those who take a contrary 
position indeed have provided ample grounds for division. Unity 
is of the Spirit; it is in the fath No man has the right to reject 
anything in the fazh and turn around and say we'll be united in 
diversity, Such is not and never can be of the Spirit, But eating 
meats is no sim, and not eating meats is no commendation. 7ke 
faith says you can do either, so diversity on this matter of opinion 
is of the Spuit and therefore quite acceptable. As to the covering, 
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read the text. It is applied to women praying or prophesying, and 
the apostle argued the propriety of the woman respecting custom 
when she did that which seemingly violated her role. But today 
we have neither the circunistance nor the custom. The man who 
msists that we do, and forces it on others, will necessasvy produce 
a division. The woman who wants to wear a covering is at liberty 


to do so, but she bas no license to force it on others. 
Si as si ak oe noe cn Es Gn En cnn Ga LLL RL 


Reply: 

This is great news! The covering is not a matter of faith! A 
woman can go to heaven bare-headed or wearing a bonnet! It doesn't 
matter! Now, if we can just find room in heaven for those claurches 
that contribute money to orphan homes and Herald of Truth then we 
wil contnbute greatly to the population of heaven. And while we are 
in such a generous mood, maybe we can find room in heaven for those 
who eat a meal in the church building. 

Now, I've got to know-- /s eating a meal in the church build- 
ing a matter of faith or a matter of opinion? Is it in the same category 
as observing days and eating meats, per Romans 14? If opinion, then 
why bother with it? Speak plainly on this, brethren. Yes or no. 

If the covering is not one of the essentials of the Garth, why do 
our non-tnsttutional brethren spend so much time, and the Lord's 
money, traversing all over the country debating the matter? Why not 
adopt the attitude of Paul in Romans 14, "Let every man be convinced 
in his own mind.” “It is before his own master that he stands or falls." 

In these non-essential matters, Bro. Frost is admitting that 
there is such a thing as "Unity In Diversity.” It is sumply a matter of 
whether the issue is of faith or matter of opimion Bro. Frost 
continues: 

KKKKKKAKKEKEEKEEKREKEK S 

Anytime anyone introduces something not in the faith, we 
have a problem that, carried to its conclusion (which means after 
patient study and appeals) will indeed produce dsvision. He who 
adds an mstrument to accompany the singing forces a division. 
He who removes the bread or the cup from the Lord's Supper 
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forces a division. Why? Because these are matters of faith. But 
he who observes a day, or does not observe (Romans 14) may still 
be in the faith and their diversity of opinion should not produce 
division. Yes, there is diversity. But not diversity of the faith— 
pick and choose, add or delete, as you will, and we'll still fellow- 
ship? No! "In essentials, unity. In opinions, liberty. In all things, 
charity." 
2455 North Courtenay Parkway, Merntt Island, Florida 32953 


SA ae ER EE LL LLU EL oe 
Reply: 

Dividing the church over the zstrwnent is not a biblical con- 
cept. Wry? Because it is not a matter of faith Why? Because the 
Bible says nothing about it! It belongs in the realm of Romans 14. The 
non-tnstrument, acappella, and/or congregatonal singing likewise be- 
longs in the same category—since there is no command or example in 
the N.T. for either one or the other, All your bluff and bluster will not 
alter the case. In fact, congregafonal singing in a Grst-century church 
would have been near impossible. Chanting psalms, trymns, etc., was 
the so-called method of svmging. Can you imagjne those rough-necked 
Connthnans (1 Cor. 9-11) chanhng Jewish psalms from an Old Testa- 
ment Bible which they didn't have (and couldn't have read it if they had 
had it, since most people of that generation were illtterate). This was 
why they sung/chanted solos (1 Cor. 14:26). And who detenmned 
that snging, one way or the other, was to be performed as a corporate 
form of worship in the absence of N.T. instructions? This is not a 
matter of the objective faith and belongs in the category of Romans 14. 

Since Bro. Frost has opened up this line of thought, let us con- 
time discussing the essezmials of the faith over which we should di- 
vide, as per bro. Frost. 

The Lord's Supper: . How often should we observe it? The 
Bible doesn't say. In what manner should we observe it? Why, the 
mamner of the Jove feast, of course. Do we? No, edfing in the church 
building is ano-no. (And over this Bro. Frost would divide the Body 
of Chnst.) This, too, belongs in the area of Romans 14. 
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Preaching? There is no example in the N.T. where anyone 
preached a sermon to a congregaton of saints, nor is it ever set forth 
as a corporate act of worship. Paul didn't preach to the disciples at 
Troas, after the Saturday evening (supper) meal. (Acts 20:7). He dia- 
logued with them. You preach/proclaim to snners. This is tradition 
and also belongs in the realm of opinion I was brought up in a con- 
gregation where we only had preaching once a month (if that often). 
Were we sinmng by leaving off an item of worship? 

Giving? A corporate act of worship!? Wouldn't it be more 
appropnate to first prove a church easy? You cant find one in the 
N.T. 1 Connthians 16:1-2 is not biblical proof. The “lay by him in 
store” in verse 2 means to set something aside at home as a special 
contnbution for the saints in Jerusalem. No cinch assembly is men- 
tioned. This doesit mean that a treasury is wrong, Setting money 
aside is a necessary expediency in these modem times. But let's not 
confuse a tradftonal practice with a scnptural imperative. These things 
do not belong in the category of "the faith" essentials Grving is not 
a corporate act of worship. It is worship, Just as giving a cup of water 
is worship, but it is done whenever the need anses (and that may be 
daily). Therefore, nearly all things that brethren have divided over be- 
long to, and fits the context of Romans 14. It is a sin to disenfranchise 
brethren and to divide the congregation over matters of opinion, tradi- 
tion, or magned church lmurgy. 

Prayer: In the same way ptayer is not a corporate item of 
worship. How often should we pray? Without ceasing. Where should 
you pray? in your closet, if you prefer. You pray to honor and gionfy 
God, to express your own needs, "Give us this day our daily bread" 
and should be done at selected times or when the need arises, 

Brethren the Bible allows us great latrtude in these matters. It 
is a sin to concoct a rigid set of man-made mules and insist that it is 
God's will. It is at best a set of preferences established by each con- 
gyegafion to pay tnbute to God. 

Ease up, brethren Give other honest brethren the same con- 
sideration that God gave you when Chnst died for you. Just becuase 
we may differ does not mean that one of us is dishonest. - Editor 
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HEALING ON THE SABBATH } 


a 


By Neal Griffin 


The Phansees had an inordinate affection for the Sabbath. 
They revered it to the neglect of greater principles. Their hair-splitang, 
legalisdc attitude caused them to exalt the Sabbath above compassion 
and love of brethren. When Jesus taught them on this subject and con- 
firmed it with healing power they, in many cases, were even more in- 
censed against Hun. The Sabbath was created for man, and not man 
for the Sabbath. Jesus emphasized this point when He told them about 
David and his men eating the shewbread without profamng. 


The same pnnciple applies in our day. The assembly (Lord's 
Day "worship service") was wnsututted for man, and not man for the as- 
sembly. Hebrews 10:25 confirms this, clearly states the purpose of the 
assembly, and legalizes all honorable means to accomplish its purpose 
by encouraging us to think of ways to make the assembly serve the 
spintual needs of man. 


But, the same legalistic, hair-splitting attrtude that the Phansees 
had for the Sabbath is present today concerning the Sunday assembly. 
In many cases the greater principle of "putting up with" and “accepting 
one another” is rejected in favor of ntualisic observances made com- 
pulsory by private interpretation of the Scnptures. This inordinate 
affection toward the Sunday assembly has caused many to value their 
Opinions on "issues" above the greater principle of dwelling together in 
peace. Satan has conjured up many hair-splitting “issues” which div- 
sive brethren have used to rend the precious body of Chnst. And 
nich of this rending was done under the guise of keeping the Sunday 
"worship service” pure and holy. What a farce! Shame on somebody! 


10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 
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STAIRWAY OR TREADMILL? } 








By Elmer Prout 

Between the Joban Line arrival platform in Tokyo's Ueno train 
station and the upper concourse is a one hundred and two step stair- 
way. I know that qumber well — I've been up those steps more times 
than I can count. 

Each time I climbed those stairs I was on my way to a teaching 
or preaching appointment. The climb was a necessary part of my trav- 
el — off the train; up the stairway; down the concourse to the next train. 
That was the pattem 

It would have been strange indeed tf, when I took that one 
hundred second step, I had tured and went back down. And if] spent 
the whole day climbing up and down those steps everyone would have 
been quite justified in wntng me off as more than a little strange. 

That stairway was a vital link in my journey. But it was only a 
link. It was not my destination My teaching appointments would 
never have been kept if I had used my time and energy going back and 
forth between the arrival platform and the upper concourse. 

In Romans chapter seven the Apostle Paul gives us a graphic 
descnption ofa struggle in the Chnistian life. 


I do not understand what I do. For what I want to do I 
do not do, but what I hate I do... For I have the desire 
to do what is good, but I cannot carry it out... [ find this 
law at work: When I want to do good, evil is right there 
with me... What a wretched man I am! (Rom. 7:15-24) 


Paul speaks for all Chnstans. That struggle is a reality which 
every Chnstan faces. But Romans 7:15-24 does not give the com- 
plete picture of the Chnstian hfe. While these verses certainly give an 
accurate descnption they do not, in themselves, present the saving real- 
ity by which we are to live. 
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It is helpful to think of Romans 7:15-24 as the one hundred 
and two step stairway in our Christan expenence. We do need to see 
that reality and take the steps through it. Clear awareness of the battle 
between the spyitual and the unspintual forces within us is essential if 
we are to avoid umighteous over-confidence and pride. 

But that awareness amst not become the central focus of our 
lives. it is a false and crippling humility which encourages us to stay on 
a stairway marked with signs that say "I am caught forever by my sinful 
nature ... I cannot get over my tragic weakness ... I can only see my 
terrible and constant failures ... I will never, ever be able to do anything 
good ... My sinful nature is too strong. It is irreastible ... " 

If we continue in that up-and-down pattern every step will 
pound the sense of weakness and defeat deeper into our hearts. We 
will , m fact, be on a deadly spirttual treadmill. 

The Apostle Paul clearty recognizes the fact and the struggle 
of the stairway. But he will not permit us to settle down there. The 
Apostle’s agomzed question 

"What a wretched man I am! Who will rescue 

me from this body of death?” 
is followed by his ttumphant shout 

"Tharss be to God — through Jesus Christ 

our Lord!” (Romans 7:25) 

It is as if Paul says "OK" we see the reality of our weak and 
smfuj nature. But that is not the end of our story. Let's move more 
and more deeply into the Christ who died, arose, and now lives to 
make it possible for us to progress farther and farther away fiom that 
deadly treadmi).” 


"Into the joy of Jesus, deeper and deeper I go, 
Rusing with soul enraptured far fiom the world below; 
Joy in the place of sorrow, peace in the midst of pain. 
Jesus will give, Jesus will give; He will uphold and sus- 
tain.” - Oswald J. Smith 

850 Minter Aveme, Shafter, Califorma 


| Bro. Prout is a former missianary to Churches of Christ in Japan. 
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| Biblically Sperking 
IN THE DECLARATION AND 
ADDRESS 





By Dallas Burdette Part 1 of 5 


We assume that a reasombly intelligent person is logically 

consgent, and therefore we seek to interpret what he says in one 

place in the light of what he says elsewhere. It is a basic mule of 

hermeneutics that a particular teaching should be interpreted in the 

light of general teaching, that is, m light of its comed Every 

teacher expects that his pupils will not take his words out of con- 

text. That content is the totality of what he has said or writen else- 

where.’ 
"Where the Scriptures speak, we speak, where the Scriptures are si- 
lent, we are silent” became the battle cry for the rth of the Reforma- 
tion movement initiated by Thomas and Alexander Campbell.* Were 
the Campbells correct in postulating this epigram for Chnstan unsty? 
If so, what did Thomas and Alexander mean by this short adage? Did 
the original intent of this phrase convey the idea of "book, chapter, and 
verse” for every mmnute detail in a so-called worship service? Or did 
this slogan address creeds and confessions being the deterrmmnative fac- 
tor in deciding whether one 1s or is not in fellowship with God and with 
one another? Is this a well-grounded slogan for unity of all believers? 
Does anyone adhere strictly to this saying? Must one adhere to this 
catch phrase with wooden literalness? Did Thomas and Alexander ad- 
vocate that every Chnshan action on the part of believers must be 


2 Robert Stein, Difficult Sayings in the Gospels (Grand Rapids: 
Baker, 1989), 36-37. 

, Robert Richardson, Memoirs of Alexander Carmpbeil (Indiana: 
Religious Book Service, 1897), Vol. 1, 237. 
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found wnitten within Holy Scripture? Did the Campbells, by this 
phrase, exclude Missionary societies. Does this saying restnct the use 
of Sunday schools, individual communion cups, grape juice in the 
Lord's supper, instrumental music in the assembly of the local body of 
believers for public worsnp? If not, why not? What did they mean 
by this rule? Can one speak WHERE the Bible speaks and not speak 
AS the Bible speaks? The objectives of this essay are: (1) to explore 
the origmal intent of this war call for Chnstan unity, (2) to demon- 
strate the utter funlty of applying this concept literally as is currently 
interpreted and adopted by many within the Stone-Campbell Reforma- 
tion Movement, and (3) to bear out the original intent of Thomas 
Campbell: DONT DRAW LINES" 

This slogan became the "hallmark" of the transfion to unite 
Chnshans in all the sects. What was intended to wed Christians in all 
the denominations eventually became the cleavage of division among 
the Churches of Christ. On the surface, this cleverty worded saying 
sounds good, but this cliché divides rather than unites.” This motto is 
adopted by many well-meaning Chnishans to ostraaze, snub, blackball, 
boycott, exclude, and exile from their communion those who do not 
concur with their particular brand of orthodoxy. Today, this popular 
motto fractures the Chnstan community over Sunday schools, indi- 
vidual cups, instrumernal music, orphan homes, missionary societies, 
located preachers, divorce and remamiage, etc.° Everyone wants to 
adhere to the teachings of God. And everyone must! 














: Heirs of the "Stone-Campbell Restoration Movement" seem to 


forget that Thomas Campbell was Presbyterian at the time he uttered this 
now famous quote. 

: Within the "Restoration Movement” of the Churches of Christ, 
there presently exist approximately twenty-five separate groups. Each 
fellowship claims, "Where the Scriptures speak, we speak;. were the 
“i atl are Silerd, we are silent” 

For example, The Informer Vol. 14, No 4 (October, 1994) 
announces a debate between Harry Cobb and Ronny F. Wade in Wedowee, 
Alabama, November 18 & 19, 1994, over the use of individual 
communion cups in the observance of the Lord's supper. This debate 


centers around the controversial slogan: "Where the Scriptures 
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BEGINNING OF MOTTO 

On February 9, 1808, the Chartiers Presbytery convened a 
heresy trial against Thomas Campbell.’ This trial was the first detailed 
heresy trial in the United States.° Part of the charges brought against 
Campbell had to do with admimstenng the Lord's supper without pro- 
perly questioning the participants. As a result of this failure to adhere 
to the traditions of the Presbytery, Rev. Mr. Anderson levels the charge 
that Mr. Campbell says: “that we have nothing but tuman authority or 
arreement for confessions of faith, tesumonies, covenanting and fast 
days before the dispensing of the Lord's Supper."” 

In response to the charges, Mr. Campbell crisply articulates his 
sentiments: 

That we have no formal or egress command either by 
Chnist or his apostes emounng upon the PaSars of the 
Catholic Charch or any part of it to draw up a compend of 
the Oivine tnhs contained in the word of God and to make 
approbation of them a term of comimston to elltralls into 
the Church of Christ as a sine gua non of their admission." 

On September 13, 1808, Mr. Campbell renounced the author- 
ity of the Presbytery.'' Why did the Presbytery reject Campbell and 
why did he renounce their authonty? “Thomas Campbell was rejected, 
not for violatng a clear ‘Thus saith the Lord,’ but for deviahng from a 
party creed."’? Even though the Presbytery defrocked’? Mr. Campbell, 
he conhnued to advocate Chnstian unity among the various Chnstan 
sects. 


speak, we speak; aie the Besiptluces are silent, we are silent" 
William Herbert Hanna, Biography of Thomas Campbell 

Advocate of Christian Union, rept (Joplin, MO: College Press, nd), 45. 
Ibid., 32. 

; Ibid., 33. 

- Hanna, Biography of Thomas Campbell Advocate of Christian 

Union, 50-51. sine gua non: An essential element or condition: 


} Ibid., 106. 
i Leroy Garrett, Zhe Stone-Campbell Movement: An Anecdotal 
History of Three Churches (Joplin: College Press, 1981), 141. 


a To deprive of the right to practice a profession. 
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Since Mr. Campbell and others had no fornal meeting house, 
they met in private homes. As aresult of these gathernnngs, the group 
began to give more attention to the Bible as the rule of faith and prac- 
tice. Later, a special meeting was proposed to set forth a clear and dis- 
tinct staternent of the principles they advocated. One such meetng 
took place in the home of Abraham Altars.'* 

The original intent of their gathenngs was not to orgamze 
another religious party, but, rather, to promote unity within the Chris- 
tian commmumty. Richardson is espeaalty helpful in this area when he 
writes: 

No sparafion from the religous gafss had been 
comeqnpiatadt—no bond of union amongst those attending the 
mnectiings had been proposed ...Neither on his part however, 
nor on that of any member, was there the slightest imtenhon 
af farming a new religious party. On the coutrary, the whole 
design of the effort was, if possible, to put an end to partyism, 
and to induce the different religious denominafions to unite 
together upan the Bible as the only authanaed nile of Gath 
and practice, and to desist from their conmoversies about 
maMers af mere opinion and expediency."* 

Dung this meeting, in the home of Abraham Aktars, Mr. 
Campbell set forth the motto that became the guiding star of the 
Movement: “Where the Scriptures speak, we speak; where the Scrip- 
tures are silent, we are silent."'° What did Mr. Campbell seek to con- 
vey by this motto? What was behind ths statement? Robert 
Richardson, Alexander Campbell's biographer, unveils the intent be- 
tnd the rufe when he summanzes the objectives of the Ctmstian As- 
soadnon of Washington: "...the whole design of the effort was, if 
possible, to put an end to partyism, and to induce the different religious 
denomunatons to unite together upon the Bible as the only authonaed 
rule of faith and practice, and to desist fiom their controversies about 
matters of mere opinion and expediency.""” 





=i Robert Richardson, Memoirs of Alexander Campbell 
(Indianapolis, Indiana: Religious Book Service, 1897), Vol. 1, 231. 

ai Ibid., 232. 

i Ibid., 237. 

" Ibid., 232 
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Campbell's sought to put an end to sectanamsm that existed in 
all of the various denomnatons. To Campbell nothing ought to be 
made a term of communion that God did not explicitly order in His 
holy Word. In other words, since the word of God did not require an 
inquisition before observing the Lord's supper, then, one should choose 
to observe the formula, “Where the Scriptures speak, we speak; 
where the Scriptures are silent, we are silent.” Creeds could not be the 
test of fellowship, only the word of God. Prevailing error, even today, 
stil] crystallizes round the egpression. Twenty-one years after the Dec- 
larafion and Address, Alexander Campbell forcefiuly set forth the idea 
befund the phrase conceming unity: 


It is cruel to excommmicate a man because of the unbexility 
of his intellect We have been cemarred long and aften for 


laying too mush stress upon the assent of the underyarding 
but those who have most acnmaspousty censured us, have 
laid mmach more stress upon the assent of the mind, than we 
have ever done. We never did, at any ame , exchude a man 
from the langdom of God for a mete embeohity of amet 
or, in other words, becasse he could not assem to our 
opinions. 

Also, Richardson draws attention to this mle: "It was from the 
moment when these significant words were uttered and accepted that 
the more intelligent ever afterward dated the formal and actual com- 
mencement of the Reformation winch was subsequently carned on 
with so much success, and which has already produced such important 
changes in religious society over a large portion of the world."”” 

Further, Dr. Garrett correctly points out that this mile "Is one 
of the most often quoted non-biblical sayings in the history of the 
Movement, and 1s generally viewed as the essence of its plea. It was 
apparently original with Mr. Campbell."” Even though this rule was 
wutiated by Mr. Thomas Campbell, nevertheless, it appears that this 


= Alexander Campbell, “Millennium ~ No. IJ," Millennial 
Harbinger, (Bethany, VA: Editor, 1830; reprint, Joplin, MO; College 
Press, 1987), 145-46, 


" Ibid., 237. See also Garrett, The Stone-Campbell Movement, 
142-143. 
2 Garrett, 7ke Stone-Campbell Movement, 143. 
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concept originated out of the Reformed tradition, under the leadership 
of Zwing) (1484-1531) in Switaerland.? One of the mottoes out of 
the Reformation Movement of Luther and Zwingh was "Scnpture 
alone.” 


This slogan, "Scripture alone," is sumalar to Thomas Carnpbell's 
motto. Both slogans mean essenhally the same. The reformers sought, 
even as the Campbells, to restore pnsmitive Chnshamty. These mottoes 
sound simple enough, yet Chmshans were stil] divided over what 
"Scripture alone" meart. For example, out of the Lutheran Refor- 
mation and the Zwinghan Restoration movements, drmision prolifer- 
ated. Belevers could not agree over how to apply the rude, "Scripture 
alone." Interpretation played a key role in deciding how to interpret 
the phrase, "Scripture alone.” 


From its incepton, that is to say, the rule announced by Mr. 
Campbell, some questhoned the soundness of this rule, or code govern- 
ing the actions of its members. For example, Mr. Andrew Munro, a 
bookseller and postmaster at Canonsburg, said: "Mr. Campbell, if we 
adopt that as a basis, then there is an end of infam baptism"” Dr. 
Richardson mforms us that James Foster also queshoned Mr. Campbell 
with great emphasis: "Father Campbell, how could you, in the absence 
of any authority in the Word of God baptize a child in the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit?" Whereupon, "Mr. 
Campbell was quite confounded at this quesbon. His face colored, he 
became for a moment uritated, and said in reply, in an offended tone: 
Sir, you are the most intractable person I ever met.'"” Ultimately, that 
which was imended as a basis of unity became the rule that divided. 

P. O. Box 10284, Montgomery, Alabama 36120 


a See Leonard C. Allen and Richard T. Hughes, Discovering our 
Roots: The Ancestry of Churches of Christ (Abilene: ACU Press, 1988) 
for an excellent survey of the Reformed tradition under the leadership of 
Zwingli and other reformers.. 


és Richardson, Memoirs of Alexander Carnpbell, 238. 
23 Ibid., 240. 
e Ibid. 


THE COMFORT 
OF THE SCRIPTURES 
(Romans 15:4) 






By R. L. Kilpatrick Part 5 


RIGHTEOUS BASED ON LAW 


There was once indeed a righteousness based on law "But 
that Israel pursued the righteousness which is based on law did not 
succeed in fulfilling the law..." (Rom. 9:31). Again Paul said to the 
Philippians: 

For his sake I have suffered the loss of all things and 
count them as refuse in order that I may gain Cloist 
and be found in him. Not having a righteousness of my 
own based on law, but that which comes Urough faith 
in Christ, the righteousness of God that depends on 
faith (3:8,9). 

The righteousness which is based on Jaw refers to al] of that 
which is inherently "right" in law which is exemplified m the character 
and conduct of those who keep it. Even though this may be spoken of 
as personal righteousness, in reality it is not the nghteousness of the 
one who obeys, but the nighteousness of the Lawgiver whose drvme 
nafure is inherent within His nghteous Jaws. He who lives his life in 
obedience to righteous commandmems glomfies God because he per- 
sonifies the righteous nafure of the commandments, rather than the 
righteousness of tnmseif, the lawkeeper. 


Now, can amtyone deny that Paul is laying down a pnnaple 
when he speaks of law-righteousness as a means of salvation? If as 
some claim, the doing of righteous commandmems makes one 
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righteous, then we must ask why the Jews were not made nghteous 
when they obeyed nghteous laws under the Old Testament? 
All of God's laws are righteous, and if the doing of them con- 
stitutes one righteous on this basis, then there is no reason whatever 
why the Jews of old should not have been saved by the “the righteous- 
ness based on law.” Paul had a personal righteousness based on law 
and he called it "refuse." The righteousness that saved him was not his 
own but the righteousness that God imputed to him, "the nghteousness 
of God which is based on faith" The principle that we're dealing with 
here is the same whether in the Old or New dispensations. If the Jews 
under the old Jaw couldn't have been justified by obedience to nigh- 
teous laws, then neither can one be justified today on the grounds of 
obedience to righteous commandments. ”..he saved us, not because 
of deeds done by us in righteousnes" (Titus 3:5a), Brethren, you sm- 
ple have to rule out human merit in the scheme of redemption. 
But it is argued that sinners are justhed because their sins are 
forgiven (anything to deny imputed righteousness, which fnghtens 
some brethren). But isn't that like the cart pulling the horse! This 
makes it anpear that justification and forgiveness are separate entities, 
that forgiveness occurs first and then because his sins are forgiven God 
justifies hmm. The truth is that they are both essennally the same thing 
and both occur at the same time. I:nputed righteousness also applies to 
those Jews who lived under the Old Testament, even beginning with 
Adam They lived in fatth and did what God required in "rolling their 
sins forward", as the saying goes. "But in these sacrifices there is a re- 
minder of sin year after year. For it is impossible that the blood of 
bulls and goats should take away sins" (Heb. 10:3,4). This means that 
regardless of how. personally righteousness a person may have been be- 
fore Chnst, he died a snner. How then could they be saved? 
Therefore he is the mediator of a new covenart, so that 
those who are called may receive the promised etrnal 
inheritance, since a death occured which redeems them 
jrom the transgressions wider the first covenant (Heb. 
9:15). 

The efficacy of Chnst's death was imputed to then. (Contimied) 
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~ THE COMFORT OF 


THE SCRIPTURES 
(ROMANS 15:4) 





By R. L. Kilpatrick Part 6 


In the last issue we left off after a short discussion of Righ- 
teousness Based On Law. In this issue we will contime the discusson 
to show that salvanon 1s based upon the "reckoning" of Christ's perfect 
life as a substitute for humanzrty's sinful life, and that Christ is the fulfil- 
lment of all that God has required of man. Christ is our everything! 

Te is our Obedience! Our Jaw-keeper! Our perfect life in fulfilling our 
"just requirement” (perfection) demanded by God's law for all man- 
kind! We have no intnnsic worth. We are sinners. We will always be 
sinners. We cannot be anything else in-and-of-ourselves. This means 
that if salvation is to come to mankand, it will have to be on the (basis) 
worth of something or Someone more worthy than us earthbound 
creatures You might say that we're out of the picture in so far as at- 
tibuting anything to our own forensic justification. This is why God 
selected "farth" as the medium of justification. Because there is no In- 
man element involved in fatth The sinner has nothing to do with tt; 
that is, he exerts no effort in obtaining it, and thereby the tmman ele- 
ment (works) (thus the "principle of faith” that excludes works, Rom. 
3::27-28) is elurunated. The power of faith is in the gospel (Rom 
1:16). It 1s this power that imparts farth Let us not attempt to include 
all that Paul strived so hard to exclude in the scheme of redemption. In 
other words, get out of the way and let God's grace reign in redemp- 
tion. This is why Christ came to earth—to do what we could not do for 
ourselves (Rom. 8:3-4). 
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The principle (law) of faith is that mankind cannot contribute 
anything meritorous toward the purchase of his/her sal vation (Rom. 
3:27,28), We reported in the last issue that the Jews died in sin but 
were saved because the efficacy of Chnst's death was imputed to them 
to forgive their ans, makang them candidates for salvation. What may 
not be realized is that the same pmnnciple (law) of faith is the same in the 
New Dispensapfion, that is, forgiveness is imputed to those who cannot 
contnbute anything to the legal abolition of their own sins. You might 
say that Christ is our Court Appointed Attorney to represent those of 
us who cannot afford to defend ourselves.. What could we contnbute 
to our own defense, anyway? Without Christ's willingness to offer 
Himself in our place, we have nothing. We are guilty. Thank God for 
God. 

But we have contributed something (but not in any merito- 
rous sense). We believe! We have (and do) believe that Jesus is the 
Christ the Son of God whom God sent to take away the sin of the 
world. This belief is counted as righteousness (Rom. 4:3), because it 
bmds us to Christ as one body. We offer Him as an atonement for our 
sins. 

Obedience to God's law does not make a person righteous. It 
is God's grace that declares a sinner righteous when he believes. "For 
if a law had been given which could make alive, then righteousness 
would indeed be by the law" (Gal. 3:21). Othecwse, obedience 
t0 law would nullify savation by grace! It serves no purpose to 
make a distinction between works, works of law, works of obedience, 
works of righteousness, they're all the same. 


THE "ALONE" THEOLOGY 
Any theology that injects the human elernent to God's work of 
redemption is false theology. 
Any theology that puts a price tag on the free gift of eternal life 
is false theology. 


Any theology that teaches salvation by anything other than 
grace alone is false theology. 


Any theology that teaches salvation by anything other than 
faith alone is false theology. 

Any theology that teaches salvation by anything other than the 
Gospel alone is false theology. 

Any theology that draws attention from the cross to extoi the 
virtues of human ment perverts the gospel of Christ. 

None of these terms are contradictory. They say the same 
thing. 

After saying that salvaton is by grace alone, can we then say 
that salvation is by faith alone? Yes. Faith alone must be understood 
as the route of access into the grace of God. Faith leads us to Chiist. 
Christ 1s God's free gift to mankind. This is the gospel. All the credit 
belongs to Chnst. God allows us to share in the free sift of 
nghteousness. 

Saivation by faith does not mean salvation "on account of" 
faith. Nor does it mean salvation "because of” faith. It 1s always “by” 
or “through” farth The because of faith would involve the ment of 
"acquiring" faith which would again introduce the human element. 
When we understand that faith 1s the only means of entrance into God's 
grace, then we should have no problem understanding salvation by 
taith alone. Repentance and baptism is what faith accomplishes en- 
route to God's grace. These two stages are not credit earners. 

Likewise when faith is understood in the objective sense we 
have no problem with "faith alone." It means that we are saved by 
"the" faith which Chnst brought to earth. And in the same way we 
can say that satvatn is by the gospel alone since there is no other way. 
Altofthe 'alones” canbe gathered up inone sentence: "The grace of 
God has offered the free gift of aernal life to all who behteve the 
gospel of Christ” — and in this there is no human ment. 


THE MEANING OF 'WORKS" 

When some brethren say that salvation is not by works, one 
gets the idea that works is used in the sense of labomng for wages so as 
to purchase etemal life. Even though this is one meaning of works, it is 

(turn to middle of page 95) 
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_THE CONCERNED ONES | 


W. Carl Ketcherside 
(1908 - 1989) 


There is only one church on earth. There never was but one, 
there will never be another. The church 1s a divine orgamsm_ It is not 
a human organizahon. It is the body of Chnst. It is the body of Christ 
and every saved person on earth is a member of it. There ts really no 
such thing as The Baptist Church, The Methodist Church, or the Pres- 
byterian Church. These are parties created by men. They have been 
divisive because they are the outgrowth of the party spirit. Neither is 
there any such thing as The Christian Church, The Church of God, or 
The Church of Chnst. These are parties wearing these titles, among 
the believers in Christ, but the church of God is greater than any of 
them and more majestic than all of them put together. 

No sect, faction, or segment now in exstence, can lay claim to 
exclusive possession of all the saints of God wahin its ranks. The 
Lord's church cannot be numbered. No census bureau can enumerate 
its adherents. Such a bureau can catalog the number of members affili- 
ated with the various parties and can publish the stafistcs of such par- 
ties for comparative purposes, but only the Lord knoweth all that are 
His. We delude ourselves when we refer to the group of believers 
with which we are affiliated as "the Lord's church" to the exclusion of 
all others. This great truth, acknowledged and defended by all of our 
restoration forefathers is now labeled "hiberalism” and branded as "new 
doctnne." This is an indication of how sectanan we have become in 
the last few decades. 

It is our growing sectanan attitude which makes it umpossible 
for us to appreciate the magmficent scope of the kingdom of heaven, 
and renders our radio pleas for unity ineffectve and invalid. Many of 
us are not really appealing for a unity of believers in Chnst at all. We 
are simply ¢rying to get everyone else to join our party. We confuse 
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"the unity of the Spint" with unifonnity of interpretahon and confonni- 
ty in opinion. The day is past when such a puenle approach wil make 
any impact upon upon the hearts of thinking people. There is a great 
yeammng for oneness which cuts across all artificial barers. The sheep 
of God, scattered over the sectanan hills, are lifting up their heads and 
hearing once again the call of the Shepherd for a closer walk with God- 
-and acloser walk with men of a kindred spirit. 

I think an uqustce is done to my own feeble effort to promote 
"peace upon earth among men of good will” because of my apparent 
inabuity to communicate effecttvely my true convictons to my breth- 
ren. This gives rise to such statements as the following which appeared 
in Firm Foundation, November 27, 1962. 

"The creed advocates tolerance, fellowship, brotherhood, omproms, 
amalgamanon and finally a loose federation with ‘Chnshans of all dencmingtions." 
It is present}y being called ‘the fellowship of the concemeda term that appears often 
in Bro. Carl's paper. Carl admits by his slogan, that he wil] reject the \maoncemed,' 
He is therefore not in fellowship with all his brethren—some are not concemed with 
his new hobby.” : 

I overlook the use of the term “hobby" because I have jong 
ago learned that in our parlance a sectarian is one who has something 
we oppose, and a hobbyist is one who opposes something we have. I 
oppose our limited, provincial and tradftonal view of fellowship and its 
equation with endorsement. I consider it to be dsive and factional. 
But I am in the fellowship with all of my brethren, even those who are 
not immedsately concerned with my plea for oneness. Fellowship is 
brotherhood, and I can no more choose my spiritual brothers than I 
could my fleshly ones. Brotherhood is a product of mfual fatherhood, 

I borrowed the expression "fellowstup of the concerned ones” 
from Dr. Elton Trueblood. It relates to those in every faction, frag- 
ment, sect and segment, whose vision reaches beyond their partisan 
walls and whose honzon is not defined by traditional lines. This does 
not mean that the concemed ones are unconcemed about "the uncon- 
cemed." I love and cherish all of my brethren whether they concur in 
my concems or not. But it is only the concerned ones who will do 
anything tangible to relieve the scandal of division and alleviate the 
tragedy of schism. I think that the Holy Spirit is motrvating the hearts 
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of these all over the world to reevaluate their posttions in the light of 
God's revelahon. And I have something in common with all who are 
concemed about the problern of religious division. I love all of these 
and I propose to go among ther whenever a door is opened unto me 
and lift up my voice with theirs in a plea for restoration of the spit of 
the primitive saints of God. 

I do advocate "tolerance, fellowship and brotherhood," but I 
do not advocate "compromise, amalgamafion and finally a loose fed- 
eration with Chnshans of ail denominations.” Instead, I advocate the 
destruction and abolition of all sectanan and denominafional tendencies 
as being inimical to the eternal purpose of God. I simply plead for a 
recogmiion that there are Christians in the sects. God's family 1s not all 
united in a practical and workable program of service, thus His will is 
not being done on earth as it is in heaven. We have allowed Satan to 
divide us unto rival camps. We are expanding our energjes and re- 
sources in fighting believers with whom we should be united. If we 
can sit down and discuss our problems as brethren rather than as en- 
emies; if we can cease to debate each other as aliens, perhaps we can 
accomplish through love what we have never been able to achieve by 
partisan strife. 

It will help us to remember that not a single apostolic injunc- 
tion to be of one mind or to achieve harmony, was ever wnitten to 
bring men into fellowship. Every such admonition was given to those 
who were in the fellowship and because they were in it. A recognition 
of fellowship was to precede and help to produce unammity of 
thought. "If then our common life in Christ yields amything to stir the 
heast....any shanng of the Spirit... fill up my cup of happiness by think- 
ing and feeling alike, with the same love for one another, the same tum 
of mind and a common care for unity” (Phil. 2:1,2). Fellowship 1s not 
conditioned upon thinking and feeling alike, but these are condoned 
upon recognition of fellowship. 


We are in fellowship through an act of divine grace and all of 
us are striving amidst human weakness to come to a greater under- 
standing of His will and purpose in our lives. (M/M May, 1963) 
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Where Do I Draw The Lines? 
SS a rere a SS |) 


By Neal Griffin 


Several tmes I have been asked, "Where do you draw the 
line?" And since I think the question is sincere, I shall try to sincerely 
answer it. But it should be understood that this question is really ask- 
ing, "Who am I willing to accept as fellow believers—brethren". It is 
asking, "With whom am I willing to jointly participate in ‘church’ mat- 
ters." It generally refers to whom I am willing to "fellowship." It is to 
say: "Where do I draw the line of rejection?" 

For more than forty years I thought that I was duty bound to 
scrutimze any who would assemble with me to be sure that they were 
in agreement with me on several brotherhood issues. I thought that I 
should not accept anyone who disagyeed with me on the instrumental 
music issue, the wstfutional-orphanage-radio-T.V. issue, the Bible 
class issue. Privately, there were some additional issues on which I de- 
manded conformity. I was so intent upon speaking where the Bible 
speaks and remaining silent-you know the slogan, that I missed a great 
theme of the Bible that should have been so very clear. The theme that 
I refer to puts a powerful emphasis on acceptance, tolerance, and putt- 
ing up with one another. It is a theme of enduring one another in love 
and keeping the unity of the Spint in the bond of peace. It is not a 
theme of interrogation, judging, and rejecting. It is a beautif theme 
of peaceful coeastence with brethren. From cover to cover it is a 
theme of brotherly love and acceptance. It does not teach brotherty re- 
jecton, and those pulpit ministers who are preaching such should be 
admonished to stop their divisive disturting of God's family. Those di- 
visive ones should try to be like the dear brother who summed it up so 
beaumfully when he said, "I shall from henceforth be a ‘peacemaker’ and 
not a ‘piece'maker.” I hope that these thoughits will help you, too, to 
live out your remaining few moments in peace with your brethren m 
Christ. I hope that you will be looking for reasons to love and accept 
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brethren, rather than looking for excuses to judge and reject them 
May God open our eyes to the marvelous acceptance of His grace that 
is SO generously expressed in the Bible. May God bless us with the 
love of Jesus. 

Where do I draw the line? I shall draw the line where the 
apostle John recommended. First John 4 explains that if one believes 
that Jesus is the Son of God and that He came to earth and became a 
human being, I should accept him as being from God. This is too sim- 
ple to be misunderstood. No other lines need be drawn. It would be a 
ternble thing to caught rejecting what God has accepted (Acts 10:15). 
It would be a tembie thing to deny a brother or sister whom God has 


adopted as a son or daughter. "Accept one another, as Christ accepted 
you, to the glory of God" (Rom. 15:7). 


10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 


Biblically Speaking 
IN THE DECLARATION AND 
AND ADDRESS 









By Dallas Burdette Part 2 


Note: I vtadvertently sent the editor Part One instead of Part Six 
for the April issue. I apologize for the mistake. 


In the March issue of Ensign (part 5) concluded with James’ 
persecution of Catholics for failure to attend the Church of England 
The objective in reviewing the various reigns of the kangs and queens 
of England ts to understand more clearly the writings of John Locke, 


89 


especially his Letters Concermng Tolerahon This history is essential 
to a proper understanding of the world of John Locke as well as the 
wntngs of Thomas and Alexander Campbell (120 years later). Begn- 
ming with James I, one encounters The Century of Revolution 
(1603-1704). Locke (1632-1704) was bom during the reign of 
Charles I and wrote about toleration in 1689, the same year that Wil- 
lam of Orange issued the Act of Toleration. 

James came to the throne in 1603. Although James I was new 
to the English throne, his reign in Scotland made him painfully aware 
of religious differences within Christendom. To resolve some of these 
differences, he called a meeting at Hampton Court. One objective’ of 
the meeting at Hampton Court, with its thousand rooms built by Cardi- 
nal Wolsey, was to deal with the dissension between the Puntan and 
Anglicans over the Bishop's Bible. The circumstances for this meeting 
are descnbed in the Preface of the Authorized Version: 

..the very histoncal truth is that upon the umportunate petitions af 
the Purrems, as his Majesty's coming to this crown, the conference 
at Hampton Cant having been appontted for hearing their com- 
plaints: when by force of reason they were put from all other 
grounds, they had recourse at the last, to this sinft, that they could 
not with good consmence subscnhe to the Common [Prayer] 
book, since it maintained the Bible as it was there translated [in the 
Great Bible], which was, as they said, a most comsedd translation 
And although this was judged to be but a very poor and empty 
shift, yet even hereupon did his Majesty begin to bethink himself of 
the food that might ensue by a new translahon, and presently after 
gave order for this translation which is now presented umto thee.” 

From this meeting, In 1604, plans were set forth for a new 
translanon of the Scriptures. Dunng this conference, John Rainolds, a 
Puritan, addressed the king about a new translation of the Holy 





4 The Catholics and Puritans and Anglicans were at each other's 
throats. The Puritans "opposed Sabbathbreaking and the keeping of other 
holy days, baptism by women in their homes, display of the cross in 
baptism, bowing at the name of Jesus, and other practices considered high 
church or popish," in Gustavus S. Paine, The Men Behind the King James 
Version (Baker: Grand Rapids, 1959), 2. 

: Quoted in Ira Maurice Price, The Ancesty of Our English Bible 
(Harper & Row: New York, 1956), 269. 
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Scriptures. But the Bishop of London objected: "If every man's humor 
might be followed, there would be no end to translating."* Ultimately, 
the king agreed to a new translation. But, the translators were not 
completely free in their translation of certain ecclesiasOcal words. They 
had to retain the ecclesiastical words. Fifteen rules were provided for 
the assistance of the (ranslafine committee. One of these rules (number 
2) was “the old ecclesiastical words should be retained.“ One such 
word was church. Our English word "church" was retained instead of 
"congregation.”” 

This controversy over the Greek word é&kxAnota (ekklesia, 
congregation) did not originate with James I, but predates him ap- 
proxunately two hundred and twenty years to the translation (1380) of 
John Wycliffe (1330*1384). Later this controversy surfaced again with 
William Tyndale (1494-1536). Both Wycliffe and Tyndale refused the 
English word "church" in their translations. They objected to the word 
"church," because the word "church" represented an ecclesiastcal or- 
gamzahon, or religious institution, not the eschatological kingdom of 
God upon earth In other words, the people of God, that 1s to say, the 
New Community of God without reference to a particular party within 
the Chnstan community. Both men preferred "congregation" as an 
accurate rendering of the Greek text. 

Wycliffe published the first English translation fiom a transla- 
tion (Latn), but Tyndale published the first English translanon from the 
orginal Greek. It is also note worthy that Erasmus (1469-1536) trans- 
lated the Greek word ekAdexia as congregation in his | atin translabon. 
Wycliffe died before the Church could prosecute him Tyndale was 
bumt at the stake in 1536 (during the ragn of Hemy VII 
(1509-1547). The Greek word éxxAnaia (ekklesia) was employed to 
translate the Hebrew word ‘mp (qahal, assembly, congregation), but 
never "church." 


CHARLES I 
} Paine, The Men Behind the King Janes Version, 1. 
‘ Price, The Ancestry of Our English Bible, 271. 
5 F.F. Bruce, History of the Bible in English (Oxford University 


Press: New York, 1978), 98. 
9] 


Charles 1 (1625-1649) conducted a reign of terror, crvil and 
religious. For example, in the cruil aspects, he resorted to illegal means 
of collecting taxes. About eighty persons, who refused to pay, were 
put in pnson. A third Parliament was convened to address forced 
loans and arbitrary impnsonment. From this Parliament came the se- 
cond greatest document in the history of the English naton, namely, 
the Petition of Right.” As a result of Parliament's actions, Charles took 
action agginst members of Parliament and operated without a Partba- 
ment for eleven years. Two men assisted him in this clandestine opera- 
tion; namely, William Laud, who was soon made Archbishop of 
Cantebury and Thomas Wentworth, afterwards Earl of Strafford and 
the king's chief adviser.’ 

Next, from a religious perspective, Laud undertook the task of 
making the Purttan Churches use the prayer book and conduct service 
according to the Act of Uniformity.” In 1604 the clergy of the estab- 
lished church of England adopted a body of rules explaining how 


: The first great document to be signed by a king was the Great 


Charter, or Magna Charta, which became the foundation stone of English 
liberty. The document contained provisions for the protection of life, 
liberty. and property. The English barons forced king John (1199-1216) to 
sign this document. Prior to this document, John took away property from 
his subjects by force, got rid of his opponents by poison and secret 
assassination, Many were thrown into prison and Jeft to starve, never 
being brought to trial for their pretended offenses. 
Niver, A School History of England, 216-217. 

. "(1) The 1549 Act imposed the exclusive use of the first Book of 
Common Prayer in all public services and laid down penalties for holders 
of benefices who failed to comply. (2) The 1552 Act ordered the use of the 
revised BCP of that year. Absence from church was punishable by 
ecclesiastical censure, and attendance at other forms of service by 
imprisonment. (3) The 1559 Act ordered the use of the 1552 BCP, with 
slight modifications. Absence from church was now punishable by a fine. 
(4) The 1662 Act required that all ministers should publicly assent to the 
1662 BCP and ordered its exclusive use. Ministers not episcopally 
ordained were to be deprived. Some 2,000 Presbyterian auimisters who 
refused to conform were ejected from their livings," in Livingstone, The 
concise Oxford Dictionary of The Chridion Church, s.v. "Uniformity, 
Acts of,” 527. 
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musnsters should conduct their services. Laud forced the Puntans to 
use the prayer book and conduct services according to the Act of Unt 
fonmty. Ministers were to wear white robes and follow the prayer 
book accurately, no deviation, that is, the ammster could not read here 
and there as he saw fit.” Persecution of the dissenters increased. He 
employed spies, used the old courts of Star Chamber and High Com- 
mission to suppress dissent.” The clergy were forced to sign an oath 
never to change the goverment of the English church.'’ A number of 
canons were adopted declanng that the king had unhimited power over 
persons and possessions, "Thousand had fled to America to escape the 
intolerable policies of Archbishop William Laud." The Archbishop 
enforced the common law concermng the place of the communion ta- 
ble in the building. The common law stated that the communion table 
Should be in the east end of the church, butt the Puntans wanted it in 
the middle.” 

Ultimately, Laud was impeached in 1641, put in prison and 
tried in 1641, and executed. in 1645.'* Prior to his death, the Puritans 
gained the majority in the Parliament. Religious and political refonn 
were stated. The Episcopal and liturgical (prayer book) forms were 
abolished and the Westmnster Assembly, made up principally of 
‘ Niver, A School History of England, 219. 


‘i Robert A. Baker, A Susunary of Christian History, revised by 
Jobn M. Landers (Nashville: Broadman & Holman, 1994), 251. 


‘ Ibid., 252. 
‘ Ibid., 280. 
” Niver, A School History of England, 219. See also Jonathan 


Swift's (1667-1745) satire concerning "A Voyage to Lilliput," in Miriam 
Kosh Starkman, Gulliver's Travels and Other Writings by Jonathan 
Swift, 1726 (New York: Bantam, reprint 1981), 35-90. This first voyage, 
as described by Swift, is about a war over the breaking of an egg. Some 
thought that the egg should be broken at the little end, others at the big 
end. Thus, some were called Big-Enders and others Little-Enders. This 
story illustrates vividly the controversy over the communion table — east 
end of the church building or middle? — that existed during the reign of 
Charles I. One cannot but wonder about the One-Cup Party versus the 
Multiple-Cups Party that presently exist within the Churches of Christ. 

a Livingstone, 7#e concise Oxford Dictionary of the Christian 
Church, s.v. “Laud, William,” 296. 


93 


Pusitans, was called to advise Parliament on the creed and government 
of the new English church. The Westmnster Confession” was 
adopted by Scotland in 1647 and by England in 1648."° In 1646 the 
Presbyterian type of clairch government was established and a Presby- 
terian lfurgy for public worship in place of the prayer book of the 
Church of England. Charles I refused to compromse over episcopacy 
(The system of Church government by Bishops.). The Episcopal form 
of church government versus the Presbytenan fornn of church govern 
ment Centered on restorationism. In other words, the blueprint or pat- 
tern for church government. 

The so-<alled Bishops’ Wars’? occurred during the reign of 
Charles I. The English people tolerated the tyranny of the king, but the 
Scotch Covenanters® took up arms against Charles when he sought to 
enforce the prayer book upon them. Charles I was defeated, but later 
raised another army to whip the Scots into line. But his army showed 


"The profession of Presbyterian faith drawn up by the 
Wesumiasier Asseembly. It was approved by Parliament in 1648, having 
been ratified by the General Assembly of the Church of Scotland in the 
previous year. It immediately established itself as the definitive statement 
of Presbyterian doctrine in the English-speaking world,” in Livingstone, 
The Concise Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church, 5.v. 
"Westminster Confession,” 551. 

= Ibid., s.v. "Westminster Confession,” 551. 

w "Two brief campaigns in Scotland in 1639 and 1640. After 
Charlies [ tried to enforce the use of the BCP in Scotland, the Scots 
rebelled, with the avowed aim of abolishing episcopacy," in Livingstone, 
The Concise Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church, s.v. “Bishops' 
Wars, The," 66.. 

” “Bodies of Presbyterians in Scotland who bound themselves by 
oath to maintain their religion. Vatious small COvenants were signed 
between 1556 and 1562, leading up to the King’s Confession of 1581. 
Charles I's attempt to introduce the Scottish Prayer Book of 1637 prompted 
the National Covenant of 1638. After the outbreak of the civil War the 
English Parliament made an alliance with the Scots in terms of the Solemn 
League and Covenant (1643; q.v.). The persecution of Presbyterians in 
Scotland between 1661 and 1688 gave rise to further Covenants,” in 
Livingstone, Jhke Concise Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church, 
$.v. “Covenanters,” 134. 
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sympathy with the Scotts by breaking into the churches and moving 
the comnmunion tables into the middle of the building.” 

Ulimately, Charles I was executed under an act of attainder, 
that is to say, an act of Parliament which condemned him to death 
without a trail. Laud was also impeached and put in prison without a 
trail and executed four years later. 

P. O. Box 20284, Montgomery, Alabama 36120 
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COMFORT - from page 84 


not the only one. Works as such are not to be condemned. Where did 
any N.T. writer ever condem works per se? “Works” are not to be 
thought of in a bad sense. This is the stuff that sanctification is made 
of. 

When Paul speaks of works, or works of the law, he means 
nothing more than obedience to the law! Therefore the term works, 
or deeds of righteousness in the N.T., means obedience to the com- 
mandsmemnts. Paul does not condemn obedience to commandments, 
but he conderms the principle of using obedience to establish the 
“cause” of salvaton upon human merit. It is the "doing" of com- 
mandments, with the thought that the righteous quality of the com- 
mandments is wfiised into the soul of the sinner as a virtue, and that 
the sinner is made" personally righteous and justified on that account 
that is condemmed. We are "created" in Christ Jesus FOR good works 
(Eph. 4:10) but not BY good works. For sure, works have their place 
in the Chnstian system, but brethren must understand the place. 

Brethren, let's give Chnst his due. You didn't do it! He did tt! 
Take yourself out of the picture He is the one who suffered and died 
so that you might be saved. Give him the honor and glory that is due 
Him. This is your worship. - contimied 


2 Niver, A School History of England, 221. Once more, one is 
reminded of the Big-Enders and the Little-Enders. Does one break the egg 
at the big end or little end? Which? 
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Commands Are Not Motivators 


ee es we ss ws ews es ees es ew ss ea 
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By Cecil Hook 

If you can just get people to study the Bible more to learn right 
fiom wrong, they will make the tight choices in their spintual lives. 
Right? It is not that simple. 

Eve knew what God had said about eating of the tree. She 
had knowledge about the tree of knowledge She was so impressed 
with the warning against eating that she added her own safeguard, or 
fence around the law, in saying that she should neither eat rtor touch. 
She was a very scrupulous lady! 

Noah probably could not comprehend a flood, but he did un- 
derstand God's will for him. So he obeyed in preparing the ark. 

Surely, Abraham could not envision the fulfilled purpose of 
God in calling him, but he knew the wstructon to leave his homeland. 
Likewse, he could not be expected to understand the command to of- 
fer Isaac, but he did know what he was told to do. So he obeyed. 

Were the commands of God sufficient motivation to guide the 
lives of these three persons? Ifso, how can we explain that the law 
was ineffective in restraining Eve? Eve relented to temptation. God 
does not permit us to be tempted beyond our capacity but he provides 
a way of escape. Didn't that include Eve? And our sins are not in- 
curred because of lack of knowledge of commands fiom God. Nor 
were Eve's. I question the idea that a person can sin ignorartly. We 
do not sin without evil intent or purpose. Because of ignorance, a per- 
son may fail to accept the blessings provided, however. Here is a good 
place to ponder again the struggle with commands depicted by Paul in 
Romans 7. 

The tempter convinced Eve that God was capricious in telling 
her she would die. God deceived her! Her God was depicted as a jeal- 
ous Deity who wanted His creatures to remain in ignorance lest they 
become like Him She had undeniable knowledge of God and His 
command, but evidently she did not understand that His restrictions 
were expressions of His love and concem for her. She should have 
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were expressions of His love and concern for her. She should have 
realized that God is not a maker and enforcer of arbitrary law in order 
to demonstrate His almighty power or to protect His status. 

No menton is made in the Scriptures of Eve having faith 
though it is evident that she reahzed divine presence. Living in His 
presence, she knew God by assocation, but evidently she did not un- 
derstand His nature enough to really love Him. 

The faith of Noah and Abraham motivated their obedience 
(Heb. 13). It was not the commands, however, which moved them to 
action. /t was their belief int the trustworthy and benevolent character 
of Him whom they served. And that is a necessary ingredient that tums 
acknowledgment of God and His will into Jife-ruling faith. 

While fear brought by commands has some motivating power, 
it is ineffective. Countless disobedient people have faced their dying 
moments in agonizing fear, yet without repentance. 

Yes, we must have some knowledge of the Scriptures in order 
to learn the will of God. Even memorization of texts, however, might 
not produce active faith Jesus chided some in his day who were 
‘book" people: "You search the Scriptures for in them you think you 
have life." They were aussing the loving provision that God was mak- 
ing for them which they should have detected in their Scriptures. Their 
concem for knowledge of law was leaving them without a caring 
Savior. 

Law given by Moses was an ineffective motivator, but grace 
and truth came through Jesus Chnst, Grace is the motivator. "We 
love because he first loved us." "The love of Chnst constrains us." 
Learmng the facts alone or being famibar with all his commands does 
not produce our motivanon. That motivation comes from understand- 
ing his character. Then it becomes “faith working through love." 

A person who is truly convinced of the benevolent and trust- 
worthy nature of his/her Maker is undaunted by temptation. This 
world can offer nothing to allure such a believer from the provisions 
and promises of His Creator. 


10905 SW Mira Court, Tigard, Oregon 97223 
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A WORK OF THE FLESH 


af 


By J. James Albert 


The apostle Paul used the word "a@ichastania" only twice in his 
writings. In Galahans 5:20 he said it was a work of the flesh. There it 
is translated "seditons" (AV), "dissensons" (NKJV, NIV), "factions" 
(Phillips Mod. Eng. & Emps. Diaglott), "drmsons" (RV), "quarrels" 
(NEB). Could you say that sedshons, dissensions, factions, divisions, 
and quarrels charactenze the churches of Chnst? Who would say to 
the contrary? What then is the logical conclusion? We have been and 
are guilty of a work of the flesh as long as we perpetuate and persist in 
these things. Yet we are so caught up in this work of the flesh (It ts 
such a pait of us) that we have been and are blind to it in our lives. Sa- 
tan has gotten us to believing that all of these things are manifestabons 
of farthfulness to Jesus Christ and loyalty to God. Yes, Satan has us 
justifying a work of the flesh in our lives that is listed with acts as adul- 
tery, formcanon, drunkenness, idolatry and murder. Even those who 
don't fee! quite nght with our practices rationahze our factiousness 
much as we condone "white collar" cnme. 

The other place that the apostle Paul used the word in Romans 
16:17. Our twisting of this verse is further evidence of our devilish 
course as noted above. We have used the verse to justify our dedi- 
tions, dissensions, factions, divisions, and quarrels which is just the op- 
posite of what the apostle is saying. He's telling us to "make" and 
"avoid" people like ourselves who have been party to these things. 
The definthon of the word itself and the context of the passage both 
Support this conclusion 

The word “dichostasia" literally means “dividing and standing 
apart." A person who manifests this work of the flesh is devoid of 
love, forbearance, mercy, and understanding, which the last three are 
all aspects of love. It was for this lack of love that the apostle Paul had 
just fimshed admomshing and wstnucting the Romans (see Ch. 12 - 15). 
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They had neglected or refused to be motivated by the “doctnne" of 
love. 

_A person who manifests ths work of the flesh is highly opin- 
ionated and often prejudiced. This person never sees himself as the 
problem or part of the problem. Somebody else is always at fault - to 
blame - the cause of the problem - in the wrong. This person 1s quick 
to blame others, to criticize others, and to be judgmental. This person 
often confuses prejudice with pnnciples and stubbomness with farhful- 
ness. ‘This person never or seldom thinks, "I might be mistaken or 
wrong." Serious self-examunavon is not a part of this person's life 

How has Satan gotten us to rationalize our twisting of Ro- 
mans 16::17? He has us believing and thinkang that our party is the 
one, true church. We are the only truly faithful and loyal Chnstians 
upon the face of the earth and our party is the one, true church. We 
are the only truly faithful and loyal Christians upon the face of this earth 
and our party encompasses all of God's truly saved, those really on the 
road to heaven. The faithful aren't divided or plagued by factions so 
we aren't guilty of this work of the flesh. Such a claim and viewpoint is 
naive to say the least. How can we look ourselves in the mirror and 
wnite off all the sincere, spintual people in other parties as being on the 
road to hell the same as unbelievers because they differ fom us in 
some opinions relative to the interpretation of the new covenant scrip- 
tures! How devoid of the "doctine of Chnist"! Let me propose some 
things we need to look at and do that can help us to rid ourselves of 
this work of the flesh.. 

1) Overcome our excilusivism. Exclusrwism is the arrogant as- 
sumption that we are right and everybody else is wrong. Excluvisism 
is akan to Phanseewsm. 

2) Cease demanding conformity. God's word is authoritafive, 
but there is a difference between God's word and the interpretation we 
place upon tt. 

3) Elevate brotherhood. Brotherhood is based upon fatherhood, 
not upon agreement, interpretation or opinions. 

4) Practice love. It 1s love that unites, not knowledge. 
P.O. Box 811, Corcoran, Califorma 93212 
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EDITORIAL: "CAN TWO WALK TOGETHER’ 
REBUTTAL - By Jere E. Frost 
EDITORIAL RESPONSE 


THE 'AS GOD' SYNDROME 
By Neal Griffin 


NEW WINESKINS - SHAPED FOR SERVICE 
By Elmer Prout 


BIBLICALLY SPEAKING IN THE DECLARATION 
AND ADDRESS - By Dallas Burdette 





EDITORIAL: "CAN TWO WALK TOGETHER?" 


The above caption is fiom Jere Frost's retatttal of my last ar- 
ticle on "zauty in diversity." My objection is two-fold: "Unity in diver- 
sity" (which is obvious and inevitable) and the use of Amos 3:3 to 
justfy disfellowship of those who disagyee with us on doctrinal mat- 
ters. He is piqued because I didn't include his prejudicial remarks be- 
fore getting to the meat of his argument. He thinks I was unfair in 
failing to include such remarks. Thisis a favorite ploy of those who at- 
tempt to prove an untenable positon, that is, you first make your oppo- 
nent look ndiculous and if you're successful the rest comes easy. I 
printed his main objections verbatim and if anyone doubts this, let him 
secure a copy of "Gospel Truths” and read bro. Frost's "unedited" ar- 
ticle. You will see that I printed in chronological order the thrust of his 
rebuttal. As I said before, his argument will stand or fall on scriptural 
proof and the power of reason and on this we concentrated our 
comments. 

I admire the scholastic abilites of bro. Frost and his ability to 
handle himself on the proverbial "polemic platform", but I am saddened 
that he has tied himself to a cause that pits brother against brother in 
opposition to the prayer of Jesus in John 17. It is for no other reason 
that these brethren search for straws such as Amos 3:3, than to soothe 
thetr consciences for disenfranchising brethren. My, how long and 
hard must they have read and searched for that faint thread found in 
Amos 3:3! Bro. Frost must now answer this observabon. Why do 
they do it?!! 

Bro. Frost is perturbed that I abbreviated his article of 2000 
words and used 3000 to reply. Anyone knows that enough error can 
be coatained in one paragraph that would require several pages to re- 
fute. I could have used nnich more but I ran out of space! He has 
done it again! His rebuttal article is too long for this small magazune, 
and I don't feel that the subject should occupy the entre issue of En- 
sign. Fortunately his latest rebuttal consists of two subjects. The first 
is "Unity in Diversity” and the second is “4ynos 3:3". So we're ina 
position to include both parts verbatim, but in two issues. - Editor 
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Part one: Unity in Diversity - my title, RLK 


Rebuttal: By Jere E. Frost 
CAN TWO WALK TOGETHER? 


Is unity "in diversity" or in "the fasth"? R L. Kilpatrick in his 
paper, Exzsig7, has written an interesting reply defending and promot- 
ing “unity in Diversity” that should help everyone to understand what it 
is all about. Before I address the issue, some personal observafions. 


I commend my brother on a few counts. First, he sent mea 
copy of his article this tme. Second, he was courteous in this article. 
Third, he earnestly pressed his posihon, and that is what any honorable 
le man who really believes somethnng should do. 


I have some disappointments. (1) Although he had attacked 
me by name, he would not run my response. His explanahon was that 
I had "apparently overlooked the size" of £y2ign and it was too Jong 
(my article was less than 2000 words, his response is over 3000). He 
said I would think he was unfair, and he was nght. I do thunk that is 
unfur. If he does not want to nan both sides of a subject, that is his 
business and I have no objection, zoless he attacks me by name. He 
should not ting anyone's number and then not let them answer. (2) He 
professes to believe munity in diversity but will not practice it. He will 
not let a position diverse to his own be expressed except by bnef ex- 
cerpts which he selects and immediately seeks to discredit. That belies 
the unity he professes. Contrary to his professed belief, he thus pro- 
motes and practices dmision. 


{s This Diversity Unity? 
Now I must be careftl lest I inadvertently misrepresent this 
“unity in diversity.” Bro Kilpatrick is a clear wnter, so I am confident I 
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understand him but, if not, I hope he will courteously correct me and 
clanfy his position. 

(1) the covering 

(2) orphan homes in church budgets 

(3) Herald of Truth 

(4) eafing meals in the church building 

(5) observing days and eafing meats 

(6) wmstrumental music in worship, 

(7) solos as opposed to congregation singing, 

(8) Saturday night instead of Lord's day assemblies, commnun- 
ing and preaching, 

(9) the Lord's supper at ary time or frequency (weekday, dai- 
ty, monthly or annually) 

(10) a church treasury, and 

(11) prayer as a regular part of public worship. 


Upon completing his list he says, "Brethren the Bible allows us 
great latitude in these matters." "Ease up, brethren." If he is nght, be- 
ing right is not vital. Either these matters are no part of the faith, in 
which event they should not be taught at all (ether way), or else we 
should not "contend for" the faith (Jude 3). I do not understand how 
he can profess to tolerate so much, and why, if he truly can, he will not 
permit both sides to be fieely presented. 


Everybody Draws the Line Somewhere 


But everybody draws the line somewhere. Whereas I would 
hasten that we must be careful as to where we draw the line, and pa- 
tient in the drawing of the line, my bother in effect denies that there is a 
line at all. But surely even he draws the line somewhere. I ask, is he 
wilkng to claim spuitual fellowship with an atheist? Is he pleased to 
fellowship one who says Jesus was a good man whose teachings we 
do well to follow but (ease up!) he is not the Chnist or in amy sense de- 
ity? What about a Catholic with whom he shares a common belief that 
Jesus is the Christ? Is he pleased to fellowship a Mormon (one 
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baptized in the name of Christ)? Is he pleased to fellowship a bapnzed 
believer who divorces and remames on a regular basis, and argues that 
repentance does not involve restoring a mamage he does not want or 
leaving an erstwhile adulterous relationship? How many bung wives 
may a baptized believer have, and how often may he divorce and re- 
marry, simply because he wants to, and be accepted into fellowship? 
Does my brother draw a line anywhere? Is there nothing over which 
he will divide? Is there nothing he will purge? Ah yes, everybody 
draws the ine somewhere. 

When he draws a line somewhere, will he apply his own rheto- 
tic to himself and call it "unity maintained by division?” and “unity by 
purving” (ins concept, his words)? 

Everybody draws a arcle of inclusion, and a line of exclusion, 
somewhere. But on what basis? And with what spirit? "Unity of the 
Spit” is a Biblical concept and expression (Eph. 4:1-4). If someone 
fails to practice the forbearmg with love of the passage, let us not scrap 
the concept for an all-embraceing, unscnptural zmity in diversity. Jesus 
never said, "Ye shall know unity, and the unity shall make you free." 
Unity is precious, but truth is supreme. — (Part 2 in next issue, RLK) 

2455 North Courtenay Parkway, Merrit Island, FL 32953 


Editorial Reponse: 


I regret that bro. Frost concludes that my response to his ar- 
ticle on "Unity in Diversity” is an attack "on his name.” I had, rather, 
attacked his conclusions on umty in diversity. I attack people only 
when they exlubit dishonesty. As far as I know bro. Frost is as honest 
and sincere as any who authors comments on sacred writ. Only in one 
instance could my remarks be construed otherwse. I implied that his 
use of the KJV rendition of Amos 3:3 was done with the knowledge 
and realization that other Bible versions had rendered a correcton to 
this obvious KJV mistranslabon. He simply selected the rendering that 
suited his purpose. His honesty in this regard is between him and God. 
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If my comments sounded judgmental, then I repent in sackckoth and 
ashes. 

But the subject of this essay is unity in diversity. Anyone who 
has the capability of understanding has to know that there is no other 
possibility, in reference to spintua] matters, than that unrty is based on 
"diversity." No two people in the church understands all things exactly 
alike. To insist that they must do so is unity by conformity. Unity in 
diversity is biblical but unity by conformity is hypocnsy. Also, unrty in 
diversity and unity in harmony are totally different from unity by 
conformity. Let bro. Frost answer whether he advocates the former 
two or the fatter one. 

Bro. Frost has said and implied several times that I did not 
pnint his reply and that I will not allow both sides of the issue to be 
heard, That's strange. But as I said in the editorial, look at the original 
in Gospel Truths and you will see that I printed the body of his text in 
full in which he based his argument on scriptural text. It is with his 
understanding and interpretation of his prooftext that we are 
concemed. The interspersion of my comments does not and should 
not deter from the validity of his argument, if such it has. His words 
are either valid or they are not. They must stand or fall on their own 
veracity. I indeed "rung his number” and I have allowed him to 
answer, Now let's dispense with the personals and get on with the 
issue. 

Let it be known that the 11 items drawn up by bro. Frost is hes 
listing of those things which I contend should not cause dmson within 
the body of Christ This he apparently gathered from my argument in 
the April issue of Ensign. He has overextended his observanons. 
These items deal with methods and concepts and have nothing 
whatever do with fellowship among believers. Fellowship is not based 
on all brethren seeing everything alike. It isnot based on conformity. It 
is based on fatherhood If you and I are in Christ then we have the 
same relatonship with the Father as Jesus himself. You believe and I 
believe and that makes us brothers because we have the same Father, 
and there's nothing you can do about it whether you like me or not!! I 
may not think too highly of you either, but we're brother's in spite of 
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the fault lies with me!—but not because of what we might think about 
some doctnnal issue 

I agree with bro. Frost's 11 item listing of thing that should not 
cause dmsion within the body of Christ fom item (1) through item (6). 
I would agree with #(7) except for his use of the words as opposed to 
congregational singing. I never implied such. I did say that there is no 
instance (example) of congregational singing in all scripture except the 
"solo” method as per 1 Cor. 14:26. I did not speak against congrega- 
tional singing—only that there was no command or example given in 
scripture for the pracace—and where was it ever commanded that sing- 
ing was to constitute a corporate "item" of worship? I know that I am 
going out on a limb tn saying or asking: Where does the Bible pre- 
scribe such a thing as a worship service? Where in all scripture are we 
commanded to go to church (assemble) to _perform_a worship ser- 
vice!? Do we only worship God during the 11: to 12: o'clock pertod on 
Sunday moming? What were we doing for the other 6 days and 23 
hours of the week? In what sense are we "presenting our bodies a liv- 
ing sacnfice", as per Romans 12, which is. our "Reasonable Service" 
("spuitual worship") if we only worship one hour per week? 


As someone has observed (it may have been me), we don't go 
to church to worship. We're worshippers who go to church! Our 
whole life 1s a life of worship, 24 hours per day, 7 days each week, 52 
weeks each year. Worship constitutes the whole of our existence. It 1s 
not somethnng performed in a building on a certain date at a certain 
time by certain acts (study John 4:24ff). The "cup of water” that you 
give in the name of Chnist is the kind of worship that God wants (Mat 
25). Brethren, don't get hung up on a mtualistic, ceremonial, corporate 
(public) form of worship, thinking that your obligabon 1s expended by 
the fact that you have "assembled " in a semi-sacred building (as per 
our non-tnstfutonal brethren whe condemn those who "eat" in the 
building) to perform several corporate acts. That system passed away 
with the passing of the old law. We are the sacred Temple of God. 
God dwells within! How can we travel miles on a certain day to wor- 
ship the One who is already within of whom we worship daily”? 
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Do we need to assemble at certain times and places? Yes. but 
why do we assemble? Heb. 10:25 mstructs us to "not forsake" the as- 
sembly so that we might use the occason to exhort, build up, admon- 
ish, encourage, and to praise God for his greatness and goodness—but 
not to perform a hushed, solemn, five pious acts of worship. Note, 
please, that I am not saying that there is amything wrong in so doing. 
The error 1s in thinking that this is the prime purpose for our assem- 
bly. Meeting together 1s for the mutual edification of the saints, as 
per 1 Connthians 14 and Hebrews 10:24,25. God doesn't need any- 
thing from us. It is we who need God and each other. 


I also object to bro. Frost's #8 listing. Namely, his wording of 
instead of. 1 don't know how he came up with this one. I only men- 
tioned that Paul and his traveling compamons met in Troas on a Satur- 
day evening for a supper meal and that Paul conversed with them "until 
midnight" — not worship on Saturday "instead of Sunday. 

On #9 in reference the Lord's Supper, I only mentioned that 
the time of the Love Feast was not stated. The _"as often as you do 
this...” shows that the frequency of so doing was never stated. Acts 
20:7ff 1s no proof The last two items I agree with. 

Now, Let's tum this list over to bro. Frost and see how he han- 
dles it. Let tym indicate whether he thinks the items listed are essential 
to salvation or do they belong in the "opinion" category of Romans 14, 
I guarantee he will not give a clear answer. He can't afford to. But let's 
hope that he might. 


(1) The covering. Bro. Frost has already gone on record say- 
ing that the "covermg” is not one of the essentials of salvation and be- 
longs in the realm of opimon. We admrre him for this adrmssion, but 
let him underline his convictions in the folowing list, i.e. essenfal to 
salvation or option as per Romans 14. 

(2) Orphan homes in church budgets 

(essemmal] [opinion] 

(3) Herald of Truth 

[essenhal] [opinion] 
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(4) eating meals in church building 
[essential] [opinion] 
(5) observing days and eating meats 
[essential] [opinion] 
(6) instumemtal music in worship 
[essential] [opinion] 
(7) solos as opposed to congregational singing, 
[essential] [opinion] 

(8) Saturday mght instead of Lord's day assemblies, commun- 

ing and preaching. 
fessential] [opinion] 
(9) the Lord's supper at any tme or frequency (weekday, dai- 
ly, monthly or armually) 
[essential] [opinion] 
(10) achurch treasury, and 
[essential] [opinion] 
(11) prayer as a regular part of public worship 
[essernal] [opinion] 

Bro. Frost, which of these, would you consider essental to 
salvation? Which, if violated, would send a brother to an eternal and 
fiery hell? This should point out just how shaky 1s the ground on which 
you walk and just how sectanan is your conclusion There is indeed 
great latttude in these matters. Bro.Frost noted that there is a "night" 
way associated with this list, and that if there is no right way then they 
should not be taught at all (ether way). Is this consistent with his com- 
ment on the covenng. He says the "covenng” is not a matter of faith 
and belongs in the category of "opinion" Therefore, it shouldn't be 
taught (ether way). But these brethren traipse the country over debat- 
ing the tssue with amyone lured into the controversy—held in church 
buildings purchased with the "Lord's money", taken from the "church 
treasury", and footing the bill for expenses incurred | in promoting the 
affair. That's not very consistent. 

I pointed out nearly 20 years ago in this paper that the tme 
would come when Chnshans of all persuasions will find it necessary to 
band together to defend Chnstiarsty. We have reached that point in 
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time. Chrishanity is under attack by the Satanic forces in our own be- 
loved country, and for our own survival we will have to work together 
to combat tlis evi. We cannot afford to remain exclusive, to refuse to 
join the rest of the Christian community (for fear that we may become 
partakers of their evil deeds should we rub shoulders with them) in the 
fight against those "principalities and powers in high places." We are 
tithing mint, cunyn and anise (things totally insignificant) and leaving 
undone the weightier matters of the law (brotherhood, love, preaching 
the gospel). We cannot sit back and say that God 1s in charge and He 
will see to it that we survive. The seven churches of Asia did not sur- 
vive! God can just as easly remove the candlestick from this nation 
should we continue to exhibit such an unmafure, sectanan attitude to- 
ward others. We don't all have to agree in order to fight for a common 
cause, Cooperafion in a Just cause is not endorsement of the doctnnal 
faults of others. 

Bro. Frost says "...everybody draws the line somewhere," and 
asks of 1 am willing to fellowship atheists, Catholics, Mormons, the di- 
vorced, etc. Does he place these things in the same category as items 
(1) through (11)? "solo singing, Herald of Truth, church treasury", 
etc.? That's a stretch, isn't it? He should first understand what fellow- 
ship is. We are in fellowship with everyone bom into the kingdom of 
God. Brotherhood does not depend on our approval. Brotherhood 1s 
dependent upon Fatherhood. We are brothers/sisters to everyone who 
is a child of the Father. 

Yes, I do draw lines. There are those of whom I will not fel- 
lowship. Bnefly, there are three causes of disfellowship: 

(1) Denial of Gospel Facts - such as the teachings of Hyme- 
nacus and Philetus who taught that the resurrection had already passed 
(2 Tim 2:16-19). 

(2) Immorality - such as the man in Connth who was shack- 
ing up with his stepmother (1 Cor. 5:1,2). 

(3) The Party Spirit - as outlmed m Galahans 5. A sectanan 
spirit is divisive and destroys the work of Jesus (John 17). It is one of 
those seven sins that God hates, and so should we. - Editor 

(continued in next issue) 
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THE "As Gop" SYNDROME 
Tr Tr 
By Neal Griffin 


Life cannot sprout ftom a seed until the seed 1s dead and bu- 
tied. In the parable, Jesus admonishes us to put our old man to death 
~ bury him — be bor agmin, and live anew. The "old man”, as I see 
him, is our selfish ego — the desire to be important — to be admired — 
to be "as God”. I doubt that Eve was consciously aware of this inordi- 
nate desire, but Genesis 3:5 tells us that Satan made his big lie even 
more appealing by telling her that she could be “as God". Consider 
Moses' motive for striking the rock instead of speaking to it! Without 
judging Moses, it is obvious that he sought the glory for producing the 
water from the rock. He had become self-important. His swollen ego 
got him into trouble. Consider Herod, who was eaten by worms! He 
did not give God the gloty. He reveled in the praise of his subjects: 
"These are the words of a god". He accepted the glory that belongs 
only to God. He wanted to be “as Gad One last example to usvate 
and emphasize the magnitude and sinful nature of the inflated ego: 
When Paul and Bamabus discovered that they were the objects of 
worship of the Lyconians, they were absolutely temfed. They tore 
their clothes and immediately gave “the true and living God” the glory. 
They were horrified at the prospect of usurping God's position, and this 
is the attrtude that we should try to have. 

How does this ego problem affect us in our age? Or should 
we think that we are arty less susceptible than Eve? What are we doing 
when we enforce our conclusions as binding law? What are we doing 
when we exclude any who do not subscribe to our positions on which 
God has spoken? God has the undemabie ability to make His positions 
clear. He has done so m the themes of the Bible. From cover to cover 
His positions are clearly seen: We must love one another; we must 
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put up with one another; we must endure one another, we nnJst live in 
peace with one another; we nmst accept one another, as Chist 
accepted us, to the glory of God; we must prefer one another in love; 
and we must seek the good of others. These are oveniding truths that 
should take precedence over all of mans’ coryectures and conclusions. 
God has made Himself perfectly clear on these issues. He has not, 
however, stated His position on cups, classes, unfermented wine, 
institutional involvement, nor mstruments of nmsic. So, since God has 
No position on these issues, what do we think that we are doing when 
we pass manmade laws and decrees conceming them?? Aren't we 
really reveling in our own importance? Aren't we trying to be "as 
God"? 


Let us determine not to make tests of fellowship out of 
anything that God has not made a condition of salvaton. May God 
bless us with the abilty to see the difference between His loving 
acceptance and the manmade conditions of acceptance being promoted 
by inflated egos. Let us be Godly without trying to be "as God". 

10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 










NEW WINESKINS - 
SHAPED FOR SERVICE 


By Elmer Prout 


When is the last time we offered thanks for containers? We 
use and depend on them all the time -- cans, bottles, cartons. We can 
not anagine a kitchen without them But just before we pour juice 
from the container have we ever paused to thank God for the carton 
tself? 
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Without containers food and drink would be unavailable to us. 
Their pwpose is to get the milk, soda pop, ice cream, etc., to us so that 
we can eat and dnnk The container is not an end in itself. It is made 
to serve a purpose, 

"And no one pours new wine into old wineskans. 
If he does, the new wine will burst the skins, 

the wine will run out ... No, new wine must be 
poured into new wineskins" (Luke 5:37,38). 

These days we hear a great deal about the need for new wine- 
slons in the church. Usually the point being made is that every con- 
pregation must be open to new ideas and to the changes which follow 
those new ideas. 

All should agree, I am sure, that congregahonal flexability is vi- 
tal. To attempt to restrict the powerful work of the Holy Spirit to old 
winesians is tragic. Many of our practtces and the guidelines we use to 
enforce them have no actual basis n Scnpture. They are nothing more 
than Waditional wineskins. The continued use of them will result in the 
new wine of the gospel being spilled. The church will pensh from 
spiritual thirst. 

At the same time, however, is it not important to ask ouselves 
what shape our new wineskins will have. Is our main concem that the 
wineskins will serve us? Is there not a strong tendency to speak of 
‘new wine’ mainly in terms of “something new, fresh, and different” for 
the members of the congregation at every service? If that is the case 
we are amply using the new wmineskans for the same old purposes — 
that is, to serve us in our new comfort zones. Surely new wimeskins 
have a tigher purpose than that. 


Since it was Jesus Chnst who told us about new wineskans our 
thinking must center in the Lord's use of them. In Luke 5, Jesus not 
only mentions new wineskins - he demonstrates how to use them. The 
Master's basic use was to serve people m ther vanous needs. 

Thus, when Jesus met a leper (Luke 5:12-16) he used the 
winesians filled with willingness to take the risk of touching that per- 
son. The mtually pure mneskus of the religous leaders could not hold 
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or serve the new wine of compassion. Matthew was an outcast, a 
hated tax collector. Jesus came to Matthew with his wineskin of ac- 
ceptance. He served the publican outsider the call to discipleship 
(Luke 5:27-32). As the Bridegroom, Jesus cartied a wineskin filled 
with joy and served it as he went (Luke 5:33-35). 

Jesus served others because he allowed himself to be shaped 
into a container for sermng others. It was the Holy Spint of God who 
shaped and filled Jesus in that way (see Luke 3:21, 22; 4: 114,18; Isa. 
61212): 

That is the question for each of us as individuals and for con- 
gregations: what kind of wineskin will we be? Old, stiff and unbending 
brittle? New and elastic enough to carry newness but mainly for our- 
selves? Or willing to be shaped by Jesus and the Holy Spirit as wne- 
skins to serve people outside our group? Are we willing to be 
stretched and shaped by the wine of the Lord's compassion, acceptance 
of the acceptance of the outsider, and discipleship challenge? 

As we look at the example ef our Lord we know that the an- 
swer is very straightforward — in the Master's plan new wineskins are 
shaped for service, 

850 Monter Avenue, Shafter, California 93263 


Biblically Speaking 
IN THE 


DECLARATION AND ADDRESS 





By Dallas Burdette Part 3 


Oliver Cromwell 


Cromwell became Lord Protector of England upon the death 
of Charles I. He tolerated all Protestant sects except when they 
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wanted to distupt the goverment. He was a friend to the Quakers, 
sent missionaries to the Indians, and allowed the Jews to return to En- 
gland. Cromwell died September 3, 1658. Even though Cromwell 
tolerated the Quakers, nevertheless, the Purttans persecuted them se- 
verely. When Charles II came to the throne, there were 4,000 of them 
in jail. Niver furmshes worthwhile reading about the plight of the 
Quakers.: 


It was common to slit their noses, cut their ears, bore throngh their 
tongues with a hot iron, and whip them though the surets at the 
carts ta). Their mmmbers increased rapidly in spite of this treat- 
met, and in 1675 there were more than 60,000 of them in En- 
gland Charles was disposed to Savor them. he saw that they were 
quiet, incastrious, and loyal peaple.’ 


The Quakers appeared in England in the time of Cromwell. 
They wished to do away with the feats, sports and shows of the times. 
They rejected the government of the church by the king and bishops. 
They would not bear arms, refused to pay to support the church, or to 
observe the Sabbath by fornal sermons and prayers They believed in 
the “inner light” by which God reveals nght and wrong through the 
conscience, 


Charies I 


Charles II (1660-1685) brought back the Parliament that 
Cromwell dismissed. His reign also reestablished the old Anglican 
Church, its bishops, and prayer book. He reopened the theaters, and 
holidays were again celebrated with the old bear baiting along with 
horse racing, cockfighting danang, and buffoonery (court clowns). 
These festvites were reestablished as a way of life. Upon his acces- 
sion, he granted pardon to all except the judges and executioners who 
had put his father (Charles I) to death (1649). He tmmediately sought 
to dnve out the Puntans and other dissenters. All dissenters who 
would not use the prayer book were refused financial assistance from 


Niver, A School History of England, 253. 
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the state. Charles II also enacted an “act” that prohibited religious 
meetings for dissenters. Dissenters were also disqualifed from holding 
office in a corporation, that is to say, a village or city. Non-conformist 
omnsters were forbidden to come with five males of any corporation 
where they had preached since 1660.” With the Restoration,’ "reli- 
gious toleraton ended (temmporanty) in 1660. Dissenters were driven 
out of political life for a century and a half” “By the compromuse of 
1660 the idealists on both sides were sacrificed. Vane and Harmison 
were publicly disernboweled, Quakers and other sectanes were driven 
into a hartied underground existence.” 


One of the most famous preachers, as he is known today, was 
omprisoned under these laws -- John Bunyan (1628-1688). After the 
restoration of Charlies II, he spent twelve years in the Bedford jail 
(1660-1672) for preaching without recetving permission from the Es- 
tablished Church (Church of England). Dunng this period he wrote 
Grace Aboundmg to the Chief of Samers (1666). Following his re- 
lease from pnson in.1672, he wrote Pilgrim's Progress (1678, 1684), 
and The Holy War (1682).° In 1672, the Act of Pardon freed him 
fiom prison and gave him the liberty to preach.’ Following his release, 
he became pastor for the Bedford Baptist Church. 


In Scotland, during the reign of Charles II, many accepted the 
Church of England, but many did not. The Covenanters 


2 Ibid., 241-243. 
: "RESTORATION, The. A term used by English historians to 
describe the restoration of the monarchy under Charles II in 1660, and the 
period immediately following this event,” in Livingston, 7hke Concise 
Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church,436. 

Christopher Hill, 7he Century of Revolution, 1603-1714, 162. 
? Ibid. 
: For a complete listing of his works, see The Complete Works of 
John Bunyan. 3 vols. (Delaware: The National Foundation for Christian 
Educations, repriat 1968). 
a Elgin Moyer, Earle E. Caims, revised and enlarged, Wycliffe 
biographical Dictionary of the Church (Chicago: Moody, 1982), 87. S.v. 
*John Bunyan.” 
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(Presbytenans) were cruelly persecuted during the reigns of Charles I 
and his brother, James II (1685-1688). Upon the Restoration, James 
Guthne, a Covenanter, was arrested. The principal excuse for his con- 
demndfion and execution was about a pamphlet he wrote, The Causes 
of the Lord's Wrath against Scodand His paper had the honor of 
be:ng on par with Lex Rex (1644) by Sanmel Rutherford (1600-1661). 
Rutherford attacked the concept of monarchical absolutism. In other 
words, according to Rutherford, it is Lex Rex (law is king), not Rex 
Lex (king is law). Both pamphlet and book were bummed on the Resto- 
ration (1660).* To hold a copy of either was treason against the King 
and government. Guthrie, along with Captain Govan, was sentenced 
to be hanged on June 1, 1661. The last testrmony of Guthne is worth 
quoting: 


....Jesus Chnist is my Lite and my Light, my Righteousness, ay 
grengy, and mry Satvation and all my desire. Him! O Him, | do 
with all the strength of my soul commend to you. Bless Him, O 
my soul. from henceforth even forever. Lord, now lettest Thou 
Thy servant depart m peace for mine eyes have seen Thy 
salvation.” 


The brave soldier's last words 1s also quite iluminanng: ".. tell her {that 
is his wife] that he died in humble confidence and found the Cross of 
Christ sweet, and that Chnst had done all for him and that it was by 
Him alone that he was justified.”"° 


The Duke of York, who later became Jasnes I], was sent to 
Scotland to govern. He was determined to bring the Covenanters un- 
der his control. As a result of his tyranny, he hanged, shot, imprisoned, 


Lrvingstone, 7he Concise Oxford Dictionary of the Christian 


Church, s.v."Rutherford, Samuel," 450. See also, John Purves, Fair 
Sunshine: Character Studies of the Scottish Covenanters (Edinburgh: 
ie Banner of Truth, 1957), 13-21. 

Purves, Fair Sunshine: Character Studies of the Scottish 
Covenanters , 19. 
“ Ibid., 19,20. 


117 


and tortured them into silence.’ Many tumed their attention to the 
new colonies in America for political and religious freedom. 


During the ragn of Charles Il, several new colomes were 
founded in America, In 1663, the king gave the Carolinas to a compa- 
ny of his frends Nrver writes: 


The Carolina settlers included Presbytnans harmed cut of the 
western counties of Samland French Huguenots, or Protestants, 
driven out by the Qranay of Louis XIV; Quakers from England: 
Irish from the West Indies, who had been exaled by Cromwell and 
other settlers who had been compelled to leave the older colonies.” 


The Dutch settlements in America were seized by England 
(1664). This territory was given to the Duke of York. This seized 
area became the colony of New York. Also, New Jersey was granted 
by the Duke of York to two of his fhends. The two parts were later 
purchased by Wiliam Penn and other Quakers, who put the power in 
the hands of the people, not the govemment. This colony filled up 
Quite rapidly because of religious freedom. William Penn was also 
granted Pennsylvania by Charles II for a debt he owed to Penn. He 
also purchased from the Duke of York the three lower countes on the 
Delaware.” 


During the reign of Charles I], a reign of legal horror against 
Whigs"? and dissenters began. In seeking to draw attention to the po- 
litical and rehgious persecution in the reign of Charles, repettion is 





i Niver, A School History of England, 252. 


ae Ibid., 253. 
= Ibid., 253-254. 
id “Whig (hw,e, wzg) 7. 1. A member of an 18th- and 


19th-century British political party that was opposed to the Tories. 
[Probably short for #higgamore, a member of a body of 17th-century 
Scottish Presbytenan rebels” , Zhe American Heritage Talking 
Dictionary, CD Rom (Cambridge: Softkey, 1994). 
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unavoidable. Christopher Hills sums up the political turmoil in the fol- 
lowing quote: 
In the spring of 1682 the Duke of York retumad to England: 
Jefireys was made Lord Chief Justice and a Prwy Counavor. 
Sunderland, dismissed in January 1681 for tanporanty sup- 
poring exclusion, retumad to office. A reign of iegal terror 
against Whigs and dissenters began. Shaftesbury was ar- 
rested on a charge of treason, but was acquitted by a London 
jury. He fled to the Netherlands, where he died in 1683... 


In 1683.,.the Rye House Plot to sae the King led 
to the arrest and tnal of many leachng Whigs. Monmouth 
went into hidmg, the Ear] of Essex commuted suicide in the 
Tower, Lord Russell and Algemon Sydney were executed 
though certher had been active in the plot. Sydney was con- 
victed onty of defendmg the view that goverment might be 
resisted in certain circumstances: this too m an unpublished 
treatise. In 1684 Oates was impasoned and Danby and a 
mumber of Roman Catholic peers were released Under the 
Tramial Act a Parliament should have met in 1684, but 
Chavies called none before he died in February 1685. On his 
death-bed he proclaimed himself a Papist.’° 
One reads of tntngue and suspense as one travels in the lives of 
the rulers and the people. Persecutions, both political and religious, 
were inflicted by the kings upon dissenters. This background sets the 
stage for a proper understanding of Lock's writings, which also sets the 
stage for a more precase evaluation of Thomas Campbell's Declaration 
and Address. 
(art. eight will conchide the scrics about the kings and queens in their effort. 
to enforac conformity and credicate dissent) 


P.O. Box 10274, Montgomery, Alabama 36120 


Editor’s Note: Normally we dont print an issue in July but because of 

unfinished business I have decided to delay my “fishing” until August 

and print a July issue. We will return to norma! in September. 

a Christopher Hill, The Century of Revolution, 1603-1714, 169. 
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EDITORIAL: Is God A Respector Of Persons? 


The following missve from bro. Julian Hunt embraces some 
powerful questions, which, on the surface, seems simple enough to an- 
swer, but after a second reading I detect a profound questions for 
which there has never been grven a suitable answer. Here is his leiter: 

Dear Brother Kilpatrick. 

I want to congratulate you on the fine scholarship mamn- 
ested in all of the articles each month I read Ensign like 
personal mail. It is truly great! 

However, in the May 1995 issue, you make a statement 
which needs further clarification. You say, "There is no hu- 
man element involved in faith, The sirmer has nothing to do 
with it, that is, he exerts no effort in obtaining it, and thereby 
the human element... is eliminated." 

If this is true, what is the difference in the believer and the 
atheist? Is God a respector of persons to give one faith and 
reject the other? Is there no need for the hwnan being to 
study the Wordin an effort to get faith? 

A Baptist minister said to me, "You ministers in the 

Christian church believe in baptismal regeneration’ while 
we Baptists believe sirmers are saved by fait” I said "I 
don't believe in baptismal regeneration’ nor Yaith genera- 
tion’. We are regenerated by the death, burial, and resur- 
rection of God's Son, and nothing else. 

There is a difference in the provision of salvation, and the 
gain of salvation. One is the ACHIEVER, and the other one 
is the RECEIVER One is a PROVIDER, the other one a 
PARTAKER Provisions jor both are given through the 
GRACE OF GOD. Christ becomes the author of salvotion 
to all who obey Him (Heb. 5:9). Faith, rependance, corges- 
sion, prayer, and baptism are acts designed to “accept” 
salvation, not to provide it. The hwnan element is involved 
in all who accept Him in obedience to Him; let it be faith, 
baprisrn, or whatever. Am] right or wrong? 


Julian O. Humt, 7601 Highway 62, Charlestown, IN 47111 
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Editorial Reply: My axgvonent that "There is no human element involved in 
faith” is based on Paul revelation in Romans 3:27,28. Here Paul adteed 
aeutralizes the “human element" in the schame of redempton. Unless he does 
so, there is roam and cause for boasting, In this, Paul will have none of it. If 
such is permmssible and possible, it destroys the cancept of salvation by “grace. 
It robs God of His glorious grace and mercy m cedempton and dimmushes the 
1ole of Chnst in the salvaton of manland "How?" Because it bases salva- 
tion, at least parhally, on human merit! 

How do you eliminate the human element which lends cause for 
baasting ? In this sense: Note curefulty Paul's words m Romans 3:27, 28 
(first, consider the setfing. He had just shown that Genhles wete smmnets, even 
though they did not have a law to guide them, and could not boast. At the 
same time he pounted out that the Jews were also sinners because they had law 
and did not keep it, therefore had no just cause for baasting. 

Paul's Question: 

"Then what becomes of our boasting?" 

Paul's answer: 

"It is exctuded.”’ 

Why is boasting excluded? Paul's question and reply: 

On what principle? On the principle of works? No, but on the principle 
of faith"’. 

Farth excludes works! Farth excludes ment! Faith excludes boast- 
mg! So what is left? - Nothing but FAITH! What did the swmer have to do 
with faith? Nothing. He did not exert amything that could be classified as 
memtorious. The gospel simply struck a responsive chord in his heart. He did 
not fisp a switch m his brain that said bekeve. His belief could only be based 
on the prior condition of his heart, his feeling of guilt, or (and yes) his fear of 
hell. His love of God is not established at this pomt of his conversion. That 
comes later. For now his heart 5s set in the receptive mode due to an miner 
aced. But this only mifodvees the teal problem in faith Why is it that when 
the gospel is preached, the simner sitting aext to han did not believe? What is 
the difference between the two bearers? I have no answer excef® to remind the 
reader of Pharoah. Why did he agree to let the children of Israel go and then 
change his mmd? This too has to be because of a prior candifion of his heart, 
an evil mclnation, brought on by his upbrmgmg. Otherwise, brethren you will 
have to entertam the possibility of predestimanan, for which J do not subscnbe. 
Yes, Bro. Hunt, Chnst is the achiever and we are the cecerver. He is the 
earner and we are the recipient of unmented favor. 
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LETTERS 


Dear Bro. Kilpatrick: 

I appreciate the “Ensgp” very nuich, especially the articles written by 
yourself... It is a thnll to me that you are contmumg m the vem that Carl 
Ketcherade was developmg. Cari was a valued persanal friend. 

Your observations conceming worship are well said for, truly, wor- 
ship is not an act nor "five acts", but an attitude.” 

If worship consists of "five acts”, then perhaps our Jeligioustty is only 
an "act"! Since “latreca" is translated both “worship and/or service" (Rom. 
12:1) to speak of'a "worship service” is at the ‘east redundant. 

Keep up the good work 

Bill Gahr, 3 Bluebird Lane, Fenton, MO 63026 


Editor: Bro. Garr, Thanks for the cerunder of a great Chnstan and also a 
pcrsonal fnend. I am thankful that I came to know bro. Ketcherside in the lat- 
ter years of his life and I am honored that he has been a guest in my home. I 
wish I could have known him sooner m [:fe but I am eternally grateful that I 
had the privilege of standing im the presence of a great and Godly man of 
whom God will surely crown with honor and glory. After all these years since 
his death, I stil] miss him. I make no apologies, he was my hero. 

Dear Brother Kilpatrick, 

For nearly five years I have read your publication and deeply respect 
tt and you. On occafion, you've pnmted some of my thoughts and always 
you've pated items I thought were significant. 

But today, June 9, 1995, I am writing to ask you to drop me fiom 
your mailmg list and use the moncy saved to send it to someone else. 

Despite years of effort and prayer, my 2(-year-old son has left the 
Church My talks wih him--he lives m this city—indicate he mjected the 
Chuch of Chnst, not Chnst or God. I am now canvinced if he comes to a 
church home, it will be another denaminahon. I know my wife and I will stay 
in the Church of Chnst (she was raised im it and I found Chnst mn it). Smce we 
won't change and neither will he, send our mailmg to someme who meght be 


Reasons that apparently mfluenced him to leave were amoung the 
following: 
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(f) {gnoring the social issues. One friend committed suicide in grade 
school and another was killed by a drunk driver. But in his life (and in my 25 
years in the Church), he never heard a sermon about alcohol, even though 
mote than one-third of our church's recant high-school grads were members of 
Student Agamst Dnink Driving. But he learned from Methodist fnends that 
even that liberal denommafion was @lang strong offenses agamst booze. He 
also saw the area Churches of Chnist stay silent on the recent state lottery vote. 
The lottery was beaten only because the horse cacing people opposed it. He 
also saw a Church leader refuse to ammamece a Buthnght open house even 
though the church's women's Bible class dondtad items to the organizafon and 
a previous preacher had spoken for the organizafion at a City Coundl meaning, 

(2) He found the services boring, citing dul] sermons and music. He 
loved to listen to my Southern gospel music recordings but was disgusted it 
took more than two years before the church attended finally graduated from 
lomited use of new songs on overhead projectors Wednesday nighit to use of it 
Sunday and Sunday might. 

(3) He saw a youth mmster he deeply respected cut off from 
churches of Chnst and forced mito regular counseling work because of the 
breakup of his mamage. That youth mumster started just as some young peo- 
ple or their €muily members suffered termma) Ulnesses and fital car crashes. 
He had to build morale and hope. My son still sees him at a coffeee shop and 
regularly talks with him but the Church of Chnst does not come up in the 
Contversahon. 

(4) Nearly ten years ago, whule [ and a publisher of'a prolife publica- 
tion wrote an appeal to ask churches m the Oldahoma City-Nonnan area to 
form a network to belp unwed mothers not warting abortions, he saw me send 
out aearty 50 letters to separate Churches of Chnst. Nota single church re- 
spanded Then, when a Catholic formed a chapter of Buthnght across the 
street from U. Oklahoma campus outreach center, the center (not to membon 
those of nearty liberal congregafions) cefused to let Buthngpt clientele use the 
canter’s garkang. The city Couna) used lack of parking to justify forcing 
Burthnegtr off the stte and far away from OU. And My son notced anly the 
Mormons offered parking space to Birthnght He's not oommg back 

Steve LaPrade, 973 Barkdey Cir., Nonman Oklahoma 7307 1 

a tt 
Editor's Reply: This is one of the strangest letters I have receved n my 22 
years of admitting the Enagn | detect a lot of sorrow, despair and agany in the 
words of bio. LaPrade. My heart ceaches out to him in the suppasad loss of 
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his son to the Church of Chnst. But J noticed that he said that his son had not 
lost faith in God or Chnst and that he would probably end up worshpping with 
some other group, possibly the Methodist church. He should take comfurt in 
the fact that his son still believes. That's the unportant thing. He may no loug- 
er worship, thmk or act m the Church of Christ (denommzshonal) tradthon, but 
is ft essential that he do so? He stil has faith This is something that is be- 
tween him and God, so “Let every man be convinced in his own mind" (Rom. 
14). To say that his son can't go to heaven as a member of another group of 
believers is to say that only those who belong to the Church of Christ denon- 
nation (and yes, we are a dencsnunafion) can be saved. Is bro. LaPrade pre- 
pared to take this spinitual route? Let's be careful that we don't come across as 
Sectanans, which is the greafer sm. (What has all this to do with the Ensign?—I 
have no idea.) 
ce is ts cas ae aE na 


Vestal, N.Y. 
Dear Brother in Chnst; 


T enjoy Ensign very much! I also belong to the Church of Chnst (we 
use mstrumeial music in our worship) by the way. I believe that our worship 
of the Saviour is 24 hours a day. If it's wrong to use an mstnument in a fellow- 
ship worship service, 1s worshipping in the home on a daily basis cumveying 
less value, thereby allowmg me to listen to or use the mstnament at this tme?; 


just a thought. 


I've had some "fnendly" disoussions on the qualifications of pastors 
(elders), maybe you can give me some guidance. In my sduxtes, I can't find 
anywhere that an elder is “commande” to be married; bemg the Imsband of 
one woman to me is not the same issue. If bemg mama is a qualrficafion for 
elder, then the apostle Paul would not be qualified nor the Lord Jesus Himself. 
My feelmgs is that the best teacher or leader in Chnist’s church is one that is 
morally pure and loves Jesus very much. 


Another area that I could use some remfforcempt in is the "gifts" of 
the Hoty Spint. I've had some contact lately with some precious Pentacstal 
people. They put a sung emphasis on spealang in tongues and even lately on 
Holy Laughter My convnantares don't seem to deal with these topics in a 
way that sahsfies my destre for just simple truth. 
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Is there something that mught help me m these areas? Keep up the 
good work. Ephesians 6:24: Grace to all who love our Lord Jesus Chnst with 


an undying love. 
Allen D. Shaw, 189 Noyes Rd. Vestal, New York 13850 


i a 


Editor's Coounents: | sent bio. Shaw the matenals that I had on hand in ref- 
erence the “eldership", by Norman L. Parke, but I have acthmg on this new 
thmg called "Holy Laughter" — which seems to be sproutng up in cerfain 
places around the country. If you readers have samethmg on this, I'm sure bro. 
Shaw would be glad to receive tt. 


4 444+ 44+ H+ HH H+ + 
Huntington, Indiana 


Hi Beother. Good job you do, sure hke your work — God bless — 
Here is mry check for a couple of years. - Richard VanMeter 


te HEHE 
Editorial Note: 

This may seem a strange thing for an editor to say, but I would prefer 
that our subscnbers renew on a one year basis. I ain carrunded of a note that 
Car] Ketcherside mserted m one of his Mission Messengers niany years ago. 

He suggested that his readers renew for only one year at a time be- 
cause if anything happened to hirn there would be no way he could retun the 
umused portion of the subscnpbon. So I say with Cari, "If you renew for sev- 
eral years, you'd better pray that I Inve that long.” (Inadentaly we'll accept 
donations m1 whatever amourlt at any time. Yes!) 


Sat on ee ne ec 
‘The folowmg is a amfimumg discussion with Jere E. Frost on the 
subject of Unity and Diversity involving a rendition of a statement made by the 
old testament propbet Arnos (3:3) "Can two walk together exaqt they be 
agreed?" or did he say, "Do two walk together, unless they have made an ap- 
pomtment?” This is the seaand portion of the rebuttal that appeared in the 
Jume issue of Enagn. - Editor 
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CAN TWO WALK TOGESIFIER? 
By Jere E. Frost 
Amos 3:3: "Can two walk together except they be agreed?" 


Unity in Diversity says this has nothing to do with two walking togeth- 
er magreement. There are two things that I propose to do here. First, 
to show this pnnciple 1s not exclusive to Amos 3:3. One must agree 
with God in order to walk with God (and one another). Second, that 
Amos 3:3 does indeed teach the necessty of agreeing. 

Who walks with the Lord? 

God said, "f will not go up in the mudst of thee, for thou are a 
stiff'necked people (Exodus 33:3). Again, "If ye walk contrary unto 
me, then will I also walk contrary unto you, and will punish you seven 
times for your sins” (Lev. 26:23,24). Their failure was not a lack of an 
"appointment". God would not walk with Israel because they were 
not agreed. If we walk in the light we do have fellowship with him, for 
he is in the light; we are agreed, and walk together (1 John 1:7). Unity 
is in the light, the truth, the farth, not in the abandoning of the straight 
and narrow and in the diversity of darkness and ignorance of tnuth. 

Amos 3:3 

Ou brother argues that Amos 3:3 has nothing at all to do with 
any doctnnal agreement; it deals only with having an appointment. He 
quotes Carl Ketcherside to support his view. But Amos 3:3 agrees 
with the above passages. I can find no scholarship that agrees with 
Ketcherside or mty brother on Amos 3:3 and the idea that all you need 
for fellowship with God 1s to make an appomtment whether you agree 
or not. 

Keil and Delitsch address the heast of their error, citing the 
Hebrew word (no‘ad) and note that it "contains something more than 
the ava! truth, that two persons do not take a walk together without 
a previous arrangement.” It involves, in this instance, the agrecmemt of 
the prophet's words with God, and thws the certanty of what the 
prophet says. They comment on the lion's roar in verse 4: "The lion 
which roars when it has the prey before it is Jehovah... the lion 1s accus- 
tomed to roar when it has the prey before it and there in no possibility 
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of escape, and before it actually seizes it." God agrees with the proph- 
et's words! It is, in fact, God's roar, not just the prophet's outrage. 
They are agreed. 

Jamieson, Fausset and Brown: "Can God's prophet's be so 
unanimous in prophesying against you, if God's Spirit is not joined with 
them...? Ifthe prophets and God were not agreed, the former could 
not predict the future as they do ... but now your way and mine are ut- 
terly diverse, there can therefore be no fellowship between us as there 
was (v.2); I will walk with you only to ‘punish you;’ as a ‘lion’ walks 
with his ‘prey’ (v. 4), as a bird-catcher with a bird." 

Bames. "Neither will God be with thee, unless thou art 
agreed and of one mind with God. Think not to have God with thee 
unless thou art with God ... The seen and the unseen, the words of the 
Prophets and the dealings with God, would not meet together, unless 
the Prophets were of one mind with God... and were agreed...” 

Clarke: "We are no longer agreed, and can no longer walk 
together. I can no longer hold communion with you. I must cast you 
out. The simmles [show that no] no judgments can fall upon any people 
but the express will of God... This correctness of the prophet's predic- 
tions show that they and I are in communion. Yes, they are agreed. 
They walk together. 

Man does not meet and walk with God in the sense of having 
an appointment to meet at the mall and walk together for an hour. We 
meet with God in the sense of agreeing with his words; that is the 
sense of the appointment. The KJV transianon accurately conveys the 
sense of meaning with which linguishc scholarship and other passages 
concur. 

Condiusion 

There is a basis for fellowship and for walkang together. It is 
by anitually walkang in the light (1 John 1:7). It is of the Spirit; it 1s a 
the faith To claim felowship for one who walking in darkness, or to 
claim it for ourselves in darkness, is to le (I John 1:6), even if we call 
the mrynad positions of darkness diversity. Unity is not there. Umon, 
perhaps, but not unity. We need more than an appointment; you can 
have an appointment to fight and quarrel. We need agreement (Amos 
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3:3). If we do not agree, God will not walk with us Exodus 33:3). 

We need to walk by the same rule (Phil. 2:16). We need to consent to 

sound words (I Tim. 3:3-4), We need to speak the same thing (1 Cor. 

1:10). We should earnestly strive for tt on the approved premises 

(Eph. 4:3-5). We need to eamestly contend for the faith (Jude 3). 
2455 North Courtney Parkway, Menttt Island, FL 32953 


EDITORIAL REPLY TO REBUTTAL 


This is by far the most subtle attempt that I have ever read by 
brethren of the non-tnsttuttonal persuasion to justify division. In spite 
of the lofty appeal to scripture for unity, as in the latter portion of his 
rebuttal, bro. Frost and his brethren use Amos 3:3 to justify dividing 
the Lord's church and disfellowshipping brethren. They preach unity , 
but practice dmsion. The caper goes something like this. If a con- 
gregation sends money to an orphan's home, or supports Herald of 
Truth, for example, then they are not walang in harmony with God 
and since there is no “agreement” between them and God they cannot 
"walk" together, and neither can our non-wnstitutional brethren walk in 
agreement with those who are not in agreement with God. This means 
to disagree with our non-institutional brethren 1s tantamount to dis- 
agreeing with God and so there cannot be harmony or fellowship. So 
they call upon the so-called "principle" of Amos 3:3 to support their 
action of dividing brethren. 

Note the beginning of bro. Frost's rebuttal: “There are two 
things I propose to do here. First, to show this principle is not exclu- 
stve to Amos 3:3." What principle!? There 1s no prinaple involved 
in Amos 3:3. The “two meeting together" 1s simply one case in a 
string of cause and effect situabons. You have to read a "principle" 
into this verse, and of course, one that suits your argument. Note his 
next statement that "One must agree with God in order to walk with 
God" He should have stopped here, but he added "(and one another)" 
This means that if I want to walk with God, I'll have to agree with God 
and also with bro. Frost. He is here puting his knowledge on a par 
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with God, 1e., "if you disagree with me you disagree with God." Here 
is one of his most offensive statement yet to appear in his rebuttal: 

‘T find no scholarship that agrees with Ketcherside or my 
brother on Amos 3:3 and the idea that all you need for fellowship with 
God is to make an appointnent whether you agree or not." 

Brother Frost you have never read where any of us have ever 
hinted of such a thing as_ "Fellowship with God is smply to make an 
appointment with God whether you agree or not", Indeed!! You are 
grasping for straws, bro. Frost, and it doesn't become you. 

Note that he dropped the names of some pretty well-known 
scholars in what he hopes might bolster his cause. I am to assume that 
Keil and Dilitsch are refernng to Amos 3:3. But actually they are 
tallang about the so-called "pnnciple" of walang with God by being in 
agreement with God. No one to my knowledge disagrees with this 
principle. Jamieson, Fausset and Brown speak of the same principle 
"Tf the prophets and God were not agreed, the former could not pre- 
dict the future as they do." Barnes: “Neither will God be with thee, 
unless thou art agreed and on one mind with God." These scholars are 
talking about "prophets" wallang in agreement with God and has noth- 
ing whatever to do with “two (brethren) walking together" in doctnnal 
agreement—my, the length to which some brethren will go to make a 
minor point! Note that the "two" in Amos 3:3 agreed to meet!. They 
did not meet to agree! Apparently all of the above scholars, including 
Adam Clarke, was using the King James mistranslation of Amos 3:3, 
of which subsequent translations have corrected. If the KJV rendered 
the passage correctly, bro. Frost, are the later versions incorrect, like 
the Revised Standard Version and a host of others?? That doesn't 
speak very well of modern scholarship— translators who have had sev- 
eral centunes of accumulated knowledge and materials to work from. 
So then what does Amos 3 teach? We've stated it before, but let's go 
over it again. Here is the setup. 

Wer dealing with a series of cause and effect scenanos. 
What does it mean when we observe two walking together? It means 
that they met by previous appointment. What does it mean to hear a 
lion roanng in the forest? It means he has found prey. What does it 
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mean to hear a young lion snarling in his den? It means he has food. A 
bird falling into a snare means that a trigger was set. A snare suddenly 
springing up from the ground indicates the presence of an intruder. 
Now what does it mean when a prophet of God enters a city? It 
means he has a message from God for the inhabitants (or the ruler) of 
that city (or the ruler of the nation). Amos was sent to Bethel to 
prophesy against Jereboam IJ, the ruler of the ten tnbes of Israel. The 
very presence of the prophet means that God has taken notice and Is 
not pleased. So what does this have to do with bethren in the twentieth 
century having disagyeements over some trmal issue, like orphan 
homes? Not one single solitary thng!!!—and these brethren should 
hang their heads in collective shame for dividing the church over such 
matters. This is a preacher-instigated church split over an unaginary is- 
sue and continues a preacher-perpetuated dmsion. If it werent for 
preachers the church would reunite. 

The world is falling apart and these brethren still debate such 
eatth-shalang issues as "sponsoring church arrangements” and other 
trivials accompanied with similar stereotyped verbage. 

Note: This will end the discussion on Unity and Diversity. 


Biblically Speaking 


In The Declaration and Address 





By Dallas Burdette Part 4 


James II 


James [I (1685-1688), forme:ty the Duke of York, had all the 
beliefs of his father (Charles IN) and his grandfather (Charles I) regard- 
ing the divine right of kings. The suppression of the Covenanters 
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continued under the direction of Claverhouse.’ Those who refised to 
abandon the Covenant’ were shot, hanged, or drowned. Niver records 
an heart breaking story of an eighteen year old girl who was drowned 
as a Covenanter: 

One girl of eighteen, Margaret Wilson, was fastened to a stake at 

low water in the Solway Fi:th, to be drowned by the nding tide. As 

the water rose to her head, she was taken out and asked if she 

woud give up the covenant and attend the Episcopal Church. 

“Never,” she replied "I am Chnist's, let me go!" She was put back, 

and the waves closed over her.° 

Dunng the reign of James IZ, one of his judges, Jeffreys, was 
known for his wickedness and bnustalty. The persecufions were not 
only against religious nonconfonnists but also against political noncon- 
formists. One such case involved Alice Lisle: 

This lady, seventy years of age, was accused of concealing in her 
house two fugitives from Monmouth's amy. It was not proved 
that she knew them to be rebels, nor that there were rebels. Three 
times the jury refused to bring in a verdict of guilty, but they were 
Gnally bullied by Jeffreys into submission, and Alice Lisle was pat 
to death. * 

Jeffreys’ was sent into the westem counties to visit the "as- 
size,or court towns, and try persons accused of aiding Monmouth. 
The bloody court sessions conducted by Jeffreys wreaks with 
wickedness: 

Three hundred and (wenly persons were execied, and their muti- 
lated and dismembered bodies were fixed up along the hightways 
and over the doors of town halJs and churches, in the different vil- 
lages where tnals were held Ejight Qumdred and forty-one were 


i "John Graham of Claverhouse, b. 16497, was a Scottish Jacobite 
general, known as "Bonnie Dundee." 
: Covenators. Bodies of Presbyterians in Scotland who bound 
es le by oath to maintain their religion. 

Niver, A School History of England, 255. 
: Niver, A School History of England, 257. 
: "The English judge George Jeffreys, b. between October 1644 and 
May 1645, d. Apr. 18, 1689, was created Baron Jeffreys of Wem in May 
1685. He gained notoriety for his part in the trials of the supporters of the 
duke of Monmouth’s rebellion against King James II in July 1685. 
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sold into slavery under the broiling sun of the English West Indian 
passsssions, there to labor until they died. ° 
Upon the completion of this work, James congratulated him on his 
success and made him chancellor. 

James and the Pariament sought to knock down and punish 
rebels. He increased his army and appointed Catholics without requir- 
ing them to adhere to the Test Act.’ As a result the House of Com- 
mons became alarmed. At the same time, France, under Louis XTV, 
revoked the Edict of Nantes’, a Jaw which protected French Protes- 
tants, and followed the revocation with cruel persecution, which forced 
thousands to flee into Germany, America, England, and Holland. If 
James were allowed to disobey the Test Act by choosing Catholics to 
fill his offices, then, he might choose to treat the Protestants as badly as 
the French King.” 

He now openly assailed the Church of England and the Col- 
leges. He created an Ecclesastcal Commnssion court, suspended 
clergymen who justifed Protestart doctnnes, but permitted clergymen 
who had become Catholics to maintain their places. Since the univers- 
ties at Oxford and Cambridge were under the control of the Church of 
England, James msisted on the appointment of a Bishop at Oxford, 
who was a Catholic at heart, to the presidency of one of the Oxford 
colleges. This decision put him at odds with the Colleges, because no 
one was allowed to teach but members of the Church of England. 

James announced a Second Declaration of Indulgence’® in 
April, 1688. All mmusters were required to read this Indulgence in their 


° Niver, A School History of England, 257. 

: "Test Act, (1673). The Act requiring all holders of office 
under the Crown to receive Communion acc. to the usage of the C of E, to 
take the Oaths of Supremacy and Allegiance to the Sovereign, and to make 
the ‘Declaration against Transubstantiation’. 


: "Nantes (nynts, nat). A city of western France on the 
Loire River west of Tours. 
; Niver, A School History of England, 258. 


me "James's reign lasted only 4 years. In 1687 and 1688, in a tactless 


attempt to procure liberty of conscience for all his Christian subjects, he 
issued two declarations of indulgence, which alienated the Church of 
England. ?he Academic American Encyclopedia (Electronic Version), 
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churches for two successtve Sundays, but they refused, except four 
clergymen. Even witi the four that read, their congregatons got up 
and left the house as soon as the reading began Seven bishops drafted 
a petiton to request that the King not enforce his order. James de- 
clared that the petition was rebellion, and the bishops were arrested and 
confined in the Tower. 

The trial of the bishops occurred on June 29. The judges were 
chosen by the king to secure a conviction. But the jury would not 
bring in a guilty verdict. Immediately, the people at Westmunster set up 
a shout, and the crowed in the street echoed it. Asa result of this ac- 
tion on the part of James, he lost the fnendship of nine tenths of his 
people, even of his own children and relatives.'’. His days were num- 
bered. Shortly thereafter, he fled to France, never again to set foot on 
English soil. The throne was declared vacant. The belief that the king 
received his power directly ffom God was overthrown with James. 
With the elechon of Wilham of Orange and Mary, the source of power 
was restored to the people. 

William of Orange and Mary II 

William of Orange (1689-1702) and Mary II (1689-1694) were 
invited by many English nobles to become king and to save the liberties 
and rights of the people. Before they were crowned, they had to agree 
toa Declaration of Rights drawn up by the Parliament to protect the 
libertes of the people. The new rulers had to agree to abide by the old 
laws and customs of England. Their predecessors had abolished laws 
without the consent of Parliament. The new Declaration set forth the 
doctnne that no king could ever again set aside the laws of England 
without the authority of Parhament. A aumber of provisions were 
agreed to by the king and queen. These provisions were later made 
into the Bill of Rights. This bill 1s the third great document in the 
English consttuton. The other two documents were the Magna 
Charta and the Petition of Right. In 1689 he was compelled to 
accept he Bill of Rights, and also to approve the Toleration Act.'” 


copyright 1995 Grolier, Inc., Danbury, Ct. 


See Niver, A School History of England, 258-260 
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This Act was not total toleraton for the various religious 
sects. For example, the Act did not provide toleraton for Catholics 
and Unitanans to worship in their own churches. The oath of suprem- 
acy was still required of all clergy in the Established Church. Through 
the alliance of parson and squire, however, thought-control remained 
in the villages. These groups hated the Act of Toleration because this 
allowed men to avoid going to church. Although dissertters were le- 
gally free to worship, nevertheless, they were not allowed to attend the 
universities. To compensate for this obstacle, the dissenters mulnplied 
academies rapidly.'? Hl! says, "The Toleration Act of 1689 finally 
kalled the old conception of a single state Church of which all Eaghish- 
men were members.”'* Prior to this piece of legislation, there was dis- 
cussion of broadening the Church of Engiand in order to include 
Presbytenans, the most conservative of the dissenters. Also in 1662, 
1672, 1687, and 1688 bids (Declarations of Indulgence) were made 
to support those who were cut off from the state church. But these 
Declarations were designed to restore the Catholics to political posi- 
tions, which Charles II and James II favored.” 

Locke (1632-1704) favored toleration. In fact, he wrote his 
Letters Concerning Tolerufon in 1689. Stull his views did not allow 
toleration for Catholics and atheist. He also maintained in his Reason- 
ableness of Chrisiianity (1695) that certain individuals must be told 
what to think.’* There are positives and negafives in the wntings of 
Locke. But for the most part, it appears to me, that Locke captured 
the essence of toleration upon sound, rational, and Biblical principles. 
One hundred and twenty-years after Locke's letter conceming 


. "In England, William was never popular, and his position became 


temporarily precarious after Mary's death in 1694. Parliament refused to 
support his costly anti-French designs after Ryswick until Louis's 
ambitions became clearer. William approved the Toleration Act (1689) for 
nonconformists. 


" Christopher Hill, The Century of Revolution, 
1603-1714,249-253, 

‘i Ibid., 210. 

Ibid. , 210-211. 

a Ibid., 253. 
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toleration, Thomas Campbell and Alexander Campbell applied his prin- 
ciples to the divisions that easted within Chnstendom. 
P. O. Box 10284, Montgomery, Alabama 36120 


Does Doctrinal Exactness 
Equal Salvation’? 


By Eleanor Shermer 


Many years ago I met a young woman who had been brought 
up on the Roman Catholic Church. She was expecting her first child, 
and once when she visited at our house she asked, "What do you think 
of infant baptism? You don't approve of it, do you?" 

I said, "No, I sure dont!” I explained that all of the bapnsms 
mentioned in the Bible indicate that the candidate for baptism under- 
stood the gospel message and expressed a desire to be bapfzed. An 
infant is not capable of that. 

She then asked, "What books do you use in your church?” 
and I proudly answered, 'No book but the Bible." 

I brought out four different versions of the Bible and for each 
of her questions I found a biblical answer. I showed her that although 
the wording might vary a bit, they all said essermally the same thing. 

A few weeks later she was baptzed and I was overjoyed. She 
was a happy Chnstan. Her husband was in the military service and 
was able to take his family wherever he was stationed. Wherever they 
went they always sought out the Church of Christ. 

It was not long before she became discouraged. In Bible 
school lessons the teacher always harped on smoking, danang, and 
dnnking alcoholic beverages. Since she did none of those things and 
had no desire to do thern she was not gaining any spittua] nounshment 
and her faith was not being strengthened. 
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When they left the class and went to worship service, the 
preacher always made derogatory remarks about the denomunatons. 
She did not appreciate that either, and again, her faith was not strength- 
ened and she was not finding the "meat" that would make her a stron- 
ger Christian. 

Actually I sometimes wonder if multtary people are treated 
more like visitors or transients rather than as a part of the Lord's body. 
This young family stopped going to church and began to worship at 
the chapel on the base under whatever chaplain might be presiding. 

As time went by, they qutt going to church anywhere. Interest 
waned and it didn't seem to matter. Then one day a neighbor invited 
my friend to go with her to the Assernbly of God. There she found 
whatever it was that had been lacking. Again she is a happy Chrishan 
and spends much of her time in daily Bible study and in prayer. 

This situation naturally caused me to wonder, "WHY!?" In 
reflecting on what had happened I was sure that I had taught her cor- 
rectly. I know that she got off to a happy start, but I had to ask myself 
how she failed to find happiness in the Church of Christ. Have we be- 
come such sticklers for doctnne that we have forgotten what the doc- 
trine is supposed to accomplish? 

2100 Nettlebrook Dr., Winston-Salem, North Carolina 27106 


Tele’ SrIALL MOT INGIERIT THE KINGDOM 
By Neal Griffin 
TTT T 
Divisiveness 1s a condition of the heart. It is an ewl malady 
that excludes fellow Chnshans on the basis of non-conformity. It is 
self-centered — not Christ centered. It promotes its own identify witha 
denommnafional name. It is a sin lumped together with fifteen other 


grievous sins in Galatians 5:19-21, for which Paul wams that the 
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perpetrators shall not inherit God's kingdom. It elevates men's conclu- 
sions to gospel law stafus and imposes them as tests of fellowship. Of- 
ten it announces that all who are not in agreement with its creedal 
positions are lost. Paul, by the Spint, asks: "Who are you to judge 
another man's servant?” and "How are you better than anyone else?” 
The scheme in I Connthians demonsvated this excluding spirit. But, 
one of the partes there was "of Chnst". What could possibly be wrong 
with a schism that is "of Christ"? I submit to you that Paul did not ex- 
Clude the "of Christ” party from his rebuke because it was not different 
than the others. This schism, as do all sctnsms, served to divide the di- 
vine family. Paul pointed out the awful repugnance of it when he 
asked: "Is Chust divided?" In other words, 1s it concesvable that a leg 
or an arm of Chnist’s body could be separate from His torso and head? 
This is too simple to be misunderstood. God hates a disive spintt. 


We simply must learn to accept all who are in the divine fami- 
ly. We simple must accept them as Christ accepted us, to the glory of 
God (Rom. 15:7). We must put up with them (Col. 3:13). We must 
forbear them in love (Eph. 4:2). We must bless — not condemn them 
(Rom 12:16). We must comfort and build them up (I Thes. 5:11). 
We must carry their burdens (Gal. 6:2). 


This is love talk. This 1s Bible talk. This is the indisputable 
theme of God from Genesis to Revelation. It is ours to believe. Let us 
caucdy our divisive spirit, love another and make our heavenly Father 
happy. Please think on these things I believe them to be tiue to the 
word. 

10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 
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Normally we do not print an issue m July but we did so this time be- 
cause of the discussion with bro. Jere E. Frost, so as not to interrupt 
the discussion by skipping a month. We won't pnt an August issue. 
I'm going fismng, folks! See you in September. - Editor 
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EDITORIAL: A Folowup on Unity In Dwecsity 
I said in the last issue that my response to Brother Jere E. 
Frost on Unity In Diversity would be the last, but I have been asked 
about the 11 items of which Bro. Frost had not then replied—about 
which of the 11 was esserthal to salvahon and which were matters of 
opinion. It is only fair that I give his answer to these items, 
Brother Frost has had much to say about "faimess”, 1.e., that 
I had not pnnted both sides of the issue—which I really did. But I 
have noticed that each of his articles has been printed in the maga- 
zine, Gospel Truths, for which he writes, but not one of my replies 
has been printed! So much for faimess.! (talk abour a one sided de- 
bate). I am not surprised at this MO. It is the trademark of these 
brethren. 
I believe it was in the June issue that I listed 11 items 
(compiled by bro. Frost) in which I asked him to annotate which of 
these potentally divisive practices would send a person (or people) 
to hell violated. I opined that he would not give a clear answer—in 
fact I guaranteed that he would not give us a yea or nay. (I know 
these brethren.) I am going to repmint the list to bring the reader up 
to date and then we'll analyze bro. Frost's reply to see if he answered 
clearty and forthrightly. Here it 1s: 
(1) The covering. Bro. Frost has already gone on re- 
cord saying that the 'covenng" is not one of the essentials of 
salvation and belongs in the realm of opinion. We admire him 
for this admission, but let him underline his convictions in the 
following list, Le. essential to salvation or opisdon, as per Ro- 
mans 14. 
(2) Orphan homes in church budgets 
[essential] [opinion] 

(3) Heraid of Truth 
{esseatial] [opinion] 

(4) eating meals in church building 
[essential] [opinion] 

(S) observing days and eating meats 
[essential] [opinion] 
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(6) tnstwnental music in worship 
[essential] [opinion] 
(7) solos as opposed to congregational singing, 
[essential] [opinion] 
(8) Saturday night instead of Lord's day assemblies, 
communing and preaching. 
[essential] [opinion] 
(9) the Lord's supper at any tme or frequency 
(weekday, daily, monthly or annually) 
[essential] [opinion] 
(10) a church treasury, and 
[essential] [opinion] 
(11) prayer as a cegular part of public worship 
[essential] [opinion] 
Bro. Frost, which of these, would you consider essential 
to salvation? Which, if violated, would send a brother to an 
eternal and fiery hell? 


Here 1s his answer: 


"He listed the eleven items again and asked that I 
draw a creedal line. I cannot do that. The line of 
SeDowship will always be drawn locally, and the 
factors of atntude, openness of mind and brotherti- 
ness as opposed to contentiousness and blind obst- 
nacy must be factored in. And whether I am right 
or wrong in my personal application, the fact vill 
sail remain that unity property is in the truth and 
with bonds of love. That is what we must promote 
and seek, 


PRAISE THE LORD! HE GOT IT RIGHT!! 


Now will someone tell me why the church divided over the issues 
which we outlined, for which Bro. Frost said that he could not draw 
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a creedal line?? These are the very issues that divided the church 
50 years ago when brethren drew these same ceeedal lines. “The 
lines of fellowship will always be dyawn localty"!? This says that it 
is all mght for congregatons to draw local creedal lines but would 
not necessanly affect the whole church This means that a con- 
demned doctnnal belief or practice in one congregation would not 
necessanty be condemned in another congregation or the rest of the 
church. In other words, sauce for the goose would not taste quite so 
good if poured over the whole gander. That's strange reasoning for 
these brethren. This is not their customary MO. This is simply an an- 
swer that bro. Frost figures will get him off the hook. But look at 
the trouble it gets him into, for which his brethren will surely take 
him to task. Note the obvious conclusion that must be derived from 
his position: 

If a local congregation wanted to practice solo singing it's 
OK. Ifthe local church wanted to take the Lord's Supper on Satur- 
day mght, it's all nght. Even instrumental music is permissible if 
sanctioned by the local congregation! His aulfant brethren will 
not endorse his benevolent convictions but he is right There are lo- 
cal matters to be decided by the leaders of the congregation and have 
nothing to do with salvation, neither essential or opinion. It is the 
choice of the local church (bang autonomus) to decide when and 
how to honor and glorify God. Who would dare condemn? 

That branch of the brotherhood with which bro. Frost is af- 
filiated is not amywhere near so generous as himself for they do 
definitely consider some of these items esseral to salvation. In the 
last issue of Gospel Truths, the editor went on a brotherhood-wide 
tirade against practices of mainline churches in such matters of /- 
strumertal Music, and Church supported Hospitals in foreign larxis, 
etc. What business is it of his (or arryone else) if local congregahons 
decided to involve themselves in these benevolent ventures?? 

If this atutude had prevailed 50 years ago, there would not 
have been a division of the church. But the brotherhood was divided 
over these same fal issues which belong m the realm of opimion, as 
per Romans 14. Brother Frost should remove tumself from this 
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contentious group of brethren and give his time, talents and scholar- 
ship to promoting peace and unity among God's people. With his 
abilities he could be a powerful spokesman for the Lord, “blessed is 
the peacemaker. Makong peace is God's imperafive, not ours. 
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NOT COUNTING MEN'S SINS 
AGAINST THEM 


By George R. Clark 


Whit does it mean to not have your sins counted against 
you? What is it about this question that makes it so difficult for the 
religious world to understand? Did Cliist die for your sins or not? 
Are your sins forgiven because of the Chnst? Did God not give His 
Son the authority to forgive sins? There is no question but that God 
despises sin and He made this known to Adam and Eve in no uncer- 
tain terms. Genesis 3 tells what they brought upon themselves. Life 
for maniand on this earth would have been a whole lot different had 
t not been for Eve succumbing to temptation. It isn't clear whether 
or not Adam knew what kind or where the fruit came from but he 
ate it without any questions. Imagnne being totally innocent and sud- 
denly becoming filled with knowledge. It is evident that they didn't 
even know they were naked until they ate of the forbidden fnut. 


Therefore, just as sin entered the world through one man, 
and death through sin, and in this way death came to all 
men, because all sirmed — for before law was given, sin 
was in the world But sin is not taken into account when 
there isno law. Nevertheless, death reigned from the time 
of Adam to the time of Moses, even over those who did 
not sin by breaking a command, as did Adam who was a 
pattern of the one to come (Rom. 5:12-14) 
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From Adam to Moses man did not yet know all the laws 
that made him sinful before God, but there was proof everywhere 
about them of God's existence ... this is leamed fiom Paul's to the 
Romans: 


For although they knew God. they neither glorified him as 
God nor gave Jaanks to him, but their thinking became fu- 
tile and their foolish hearts were darkened (1:21). 


The nature of man is carnal ... procreation and survival are 
basic mstncts, not just for mankind but for all of God's creatures. 
God gave man some awesome responsibilities and he made man su- 
perior to all creatures in order for man to be able to carry out God's 
instuctions to fill the earth and subdue it. 

Much was revealed to God's chosen people through the 
prophets. They knew a great deal about the Christ for in their as- 
semblies the law and the prophets were read to them, but still they 
misinterpreted and somehow misunderstood what the role of the 
Chnst would be, what He was to accomplish and what He would 
have to undergo to accomplish tt. 

The Phansees were ardent and very meticulous in law keep- 
ing. Through their interpretations of the law they came up with laws 
for people to keep where none existed. Some of our brothers in 
Christ today would make excellent Pharisees because they are very 
good at coming up with laws, where none easts, for the unlearned 
to keep. People today, the naive, the gullible, who believe all they 
hear fiom certain ones are still trying to be righteous before God by 
law keeping. They do not realize they have been duped into this by 
religionists who rely on traditional teachings handed down through 
the centunes of misunderstanding, misinterpreting and misapplying 
what the Bible actually teaches. As to law keeping, the Apostle had 
this to day: The entire law is summed up in one command: "Love 
your neighbor as yourself’ (Gal. 5:14). 

Yes, Chnshans today are still misunderstanding, misinter- 
preting, misapplying or being led to falsely believe that whether or 
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not they have salvation and eternal life rests entrely on their abilsty to 
lead a sinless life. If you are a Chnstian who believes you would go 
to hell if you were to die because you feel you just cannot measure 
up to what's expected of you, you are urged to get with someone 
who knows that the Bible teaches on the subject. Get rid of your 
fear and be at peace with God. Your sins are forgiven by the blood 
of Jesus Christ and to believe otherwise is pure hogwash ... nothing 
could be farther from the truth, My Random House Dictionary gives 
the theological meaning of salvation as "deliverance from the pow- 
er and penalty of sin". Salvation and eternal life does not hinge on 
one's abilffy to keep one's life free from sin through law keeping 
which in itself is an exercise in firtility. 

The Law Identified Sin. Paul in his letter to the saints in 
Rome told them in chapter 7, "Indeed I would not have known what 
sin was except through law". As stated above, Law keeping in and 
of itself is an exercise in futility. Trying to be made righteous before 
God by observing works of law results in condemnahon "For 
whoever keeps the whole law and yet stumbles at just one point is 
guilty of breaking all of it" (James 2:10). 

Sin is no longer a factor in our salvation or eternal life and.if 
it is so in one's life then Chnst died for nothing as far as they are con- 
cemed. It is impossible to be made righteous by law keeping, and 
law keeping amounts to the same as relying on one's self to save him- 
self by talang Chnst out of the picture. The Christ said "No one 
comes to the Father except through me” (John 14:6). Trying to save 
one's self amounts to denying the power of Christ Jesus and it is a 
form of blasphemy if not the act of blasphemy itself. 

Everyone who sins breaks the law: in fact, sin in 
lawlessness. But you know that he appeared so that 
he might take away sin. And in him is no sin" (1 
John 3:4,5). 


Look at the above quotaton of I John 3... "and m him is no 
gin." How nuich more plain can it be?. Is it not saying that for those 
"in Chmst: there is no sin? If a statement such as this is made in a 
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classroom: "My Bible tells me that my sins are not counted against 
me, so why is it that we are contimually preoccupied with sin"? or 
"Why is it that almost that every prayer leader includes something to 
the effect, "Father, forgive us of our many sins for we sin often" or 
“we are summers"? The teacher or another student will wvanably 
come back with "So what you're saying 1s that we can go out and 
comsmut sin and there will be no consequence. What I am saying is 
why dwell on sin or why even worry about it or why spend so nich 
time teaching against sin and thereby keeping the subject before us? 
Telling someone that they must not sin only increases the desire and 
the apostle Pau] said pracucally the same thing in Romans 7. Why 
can we not accept the fact that Christ Jesus died that we might have 
forgiveness of our sins once for all:" Man has made this to mean “for 
all our past sins" but if one will study the Bible carefully it can be 
seen that it says otherwise. 

But if we walk in the light, as he ts m the light, we have fel- 
lowshup with one another, and the blood of Jesus, his son, purifies 
2s from all sin.” 

How nuaich longer will the world be confused about this 
matter and not be able to recogmze that Jesus Chnist had the power 
to forgive our sins once for all time”? 


3508 Kerrville Averme, Snyder, Texas 79549-552] 


"Modemrday liberalism is like a disease or an addiction that 
literally has the power to destroy the character of the person who 
falls under its spell - Rus Limbaugh, See I Told You So, page 78. 


DON'T RIDICULE THE CHURCH 


By Cecil Hook 


An influential brother wrote an editorial recently bemoaning 
the fact that some ridicule the church. He begged whoever has been 
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poking fun at the Church of Christ to stop such a profane practice. 
Since he listed no names, I do not know if I am on his list. Although 
I thnk I understand his defensive position, I believe he is too 
defensive. 

When we cannot laugh at ourselves, we are taking ourselves 
too seriously. We must be able to admit our misdirections and in- 
consistencies before we will accept any proper change. Where 
teaching and logic fails; sometimes a good laugh at ourselves can 
prevail. 

I laugh at the behavior of my two-year-old and six-year-old 
grandsons. And when we act like children, 1 hope that God laughs at 
us, I wonder if his ministering angels swap funy stories about us. 

Imagine one angel approaching others with, "Hey, guys, 1 
have a good one to tell you. In one group of disciples, a man may 
stand before an assembly and read a portion of the scriptures aloud, 
but if it is made into a song, he cannot sing it alone! And a woman 
may sing a prayer aloud in the assembly, but she is not allowed to re- 
cite or read that prayer there! Now, ain't that a good one!” 

And the Lord and angels may laugh when___ 

* A group is not pemmtted to sing in the "worship service," but after 
a "disrmssal prayer” it may entertain that same assembly with spurtual 
songs. 

* A room for eafing together in a building is considered to be sinful, 
but a water fountain and restrooms are not. 

* Disaples may not eat together where they meet to pray, sing, and 
teach, but they can pray, sing, and teach where they meet to eat to- 
gether (in homes, parks, and halls). 

* A man is not permitted to sit in the room and listen to a woman 
while she teaches, but he may buy a tape and listen to her. 

* The library of a preacher training school has books written by 
many denominafional writers, but those of a certain brother (Cecil 
Hook) are not permitted. 

* When talking about abortion, some disciples contend that life be- 
gins at concepnon, but in discussing spmitual life, they contend that it 
begins at bith in baptism. 
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* Pious preachers brand others as false teachers if they teach any 
misnfonnation when they themselves don't have all the perfect an- 
swers either, 


* Disciples denounce others for obsermng days while they them- 
selves observe the first day of the week calling it the Lord's Day with 
certain rituals to be observed on it exclusively. 


* Disciples are urged continuously to study the Bible to leam for 
themselves, but if they leam something different from the party shib- 
boleths, they are denounced for teaching it. 


* Amemicans going to France, the wine country of the world, take 
along Welch's grape juice, and those going into Mexico, the land of 
unleavened tortillas, take Matzos along for the Lord's Supper. 


* Vacationers dare not stop for assembly where no Church of Christ 
sign is seen on the premises. 


* Although it is contended that baptism for the remission of sins puts 
one into the church, persons from other churches who have done 
that are required to be baptized again to be accepted in a Church of 
Christ. 

No doubt, you can add to thts list of inconsistencies. Would 
you not prefer that I poke fin at them rather than elevating them to 
soul-threatening issues? Or should we just let them rest to save our 
pride? If you are too serious to laugh at egg on your face, I feel 
sorry for you. 


I hope that God can shake his head and smile when he hears 
one of us in the Church of Christ declare ourselves to be a unity 
movement with two dozen splinter groups! We won't even join with 
others in a Thanksgying program. We are reluctant to let another 
preacher share in a funeral service in our building, I think it was Carl 
Ketcherside who accurately observed that we are no more a umty 


170 


movement than a hermit is a crusader! How laughable! Do we real- 
ly take ourselves seriously? 

And back to the good brother who wrote the editonal. I 
heard him speak at a unity meeting. He called upon those in the 
Chnstian Church to give up their non-scriptural instrumental music 
for the sake of unity. He put himselfin the place of the weak brother 
with offended conscience. For the sake of unity, they should give up 
their non-essental practice. But would this brother give up multiple 
cups, Sunday school classes, and congregational cooperafion, all of 
which are non-scriptura) and non-essential and have been made the 
cause for divisions, for the sake of unity? Certainly not. I was agi- 
tated by his inconsistent proposal. But poking fim at it may be more 
practical than letting it upset me. 

When that brother assailed all who poke fun at the church, 
he was equating the splinter group in which he has partisan alignment 
with the one, true church of the Lord! If you can laugh when you 
hurt, then that is laughable also. For many years we have heard 
jokes about a little group in heaven who thought they were the only 
ones there, but many of our people still have not been softened by 
the humor. They picture their little group like Elijah on Mount Car- 
mel standing alone for God, while there are the seven thousand who 
have not bowed to Baal who would stand with them if they would 
but recognize them. That is pathetcally humorous. 

No disciple that I am aware of pokes fun at the church as 
God's universal congregation. It is his holy people. No sincere disci- 
ple should be subject to derision. But pride and pomposity deserve 
it, for they cause us to defend our inconsistencies. 

Jesus ridiculed the super-religious of his tme. An oph- 
thalmologist working on your eyes with a plank in his own. A blind 
man tmsisting on leading other blind people. Eating soup from a cup 
or bowl that is spariding on the outside but is never washed of its 
filthy inside accummianon. Those so Zealous in protecting the integn- 
ty of the kingdom that they close the gate to keep people out. Gag- 
ging at the gnat but then swallowing the camel. Jesus prodded with 
cutting tumor. Was he too belittling? 
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Paul also used stinging, sarcastic ridicule to deflate the 
proud, The tongue speaker must have been speakang to God since 
no one else could understand him (1 Cor. 14:2). Undercutting Jew- 
ish bigotry, he wrote facetiously, "We ourselves, who are Jews by 
birth and not Gentile sinners" (Gal. 2:15). (Also consider Gal. 5:12; 
2 Cor. 11:4, 19.) His humor was intended to make them see 
themselves. 

When we won't respond properly to teaching and common 
sense, some more shocking method like Jesus and Paul used may be 
effectrve. Ridicule may cause us to see our own musdirections, in- 
consistencies, and hypocrisies. When our pious, pompous, proud 
postures are punctured, we can laugh at ourselves and relax enough 
to admit our need for reform. 

If teaching and teasing fail to change our attrtudes, then any 
gracious situle of our Father must eventually turn to censure. 

0905 SW Mira Court, Tigard, OR 97223 
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CAN A DENOMINATIONAL 
CHURCH BECOME 
NON-DENOMINATIONAL ? 


By Neal Griffin Part I 


One may as well ask, "can a people change their hearts?" 
Denonmnationalism (dmisiveness) is a condition of the heart. It isa 
work of the flesh (Gal. 5:19-21), Can a person stop being divisive? 
Paul, by the Spint, explained in 1Connthians 1, that it is possible. He 
noted that the brethren there had become exclusive. They eleveated 
themselves in their own munds. They judged those who were not 
members of their particular party to be infertor, and they sealed their 
divisive spirit with denommahng names. There can be only one 


172 


purpose for a denomnating name, and that is to give an exclusive 
title. That 1s what names do. Names serve to exclude, distngush, 
and separate the holder from all others. Denomnahng names held 
by a group of Chnstians are no different God's Holy Spint did not 
assign a denominafing name to His people. If we are interested in 
doing Bible things in Bible ways, we simply must get rid of our de- 
nommnating names. They only give focus to a divisve, party spirit. 
Paul, by the Spirit, condemned the excluding spirit. But, rf we take 
down our signs, how will people know who we are? People don't 
need to know who we are. They need to know WHAT we are. A 
sign (if you must have a sign) could simple indicate, "CHRISTIANS 
MEET HERE". The only Bible authorized idenhfying charactenstic 
for Christians is that we love one another. Jesus said that the world 
would know that we are Chnstians if we love one another. Denom- 
nating signs on buildings owned by families of Christians are mstru- 
ments of the devil. - To be contmed. 
10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 
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Biblically Speaking 
WHERE THE SCRIPTURES SPEAK, 
WE SPEAK 


By Dallas Burdette Part 9 Division I 


An Historical 
investigation and Interpretation’ 


Our previous episodes bore the title "Biblically Speaking,” but 
in order to keep the title more in harmony with the gist of the writings, 
the new title is "Where the Scriptures Speak, We Speak: An Historical 
Investgation and Interpretation. 
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The toleration of those that differ from others in maffers of teli- 
gion, is so agreeable to the Gospel of Jesus Chnst, and to the 
gemine reason of maniand, that it seems monsirous for men to 
be so blind, as not to percerve the menessity and advantage of it, 
in so clear a light? 


That with cespect to the commands and ordimmnces of ar Lord 
Jesus Chnst, where the Scnptures are silent as to the express 
time or manner of performance, if any such there be, no taman 
authonty has power to tilerfere, in order to supply the amppused 
deficency by making laws for the Church; nor can amthing 
more be required of Chrishans in sich cases, but only that they 
so observe these commands and ordinances as will evidertly an- 
swer the declared and obvious end of their institution Mich 
less has any tumpan authority power to impose new commands 
or ordinances upon the Church, which ar Lord Jesus Chnist has 
notenjaned Nothing ought to be cecerved into the faith or wor- 
ship of the Clauuch, or be made a tenn of communion among 
Chnshans, that is not as old as the New Testuuent’ 


comparison between 
locke and campbell 


The objective of this chapter is to examine the thought pat- 
terns between John Locke's Letter Concerning Tolerution and Tho- 
mas Campbell's Declaration and Address. Both men wrote against 
the practice of religious intoleration. In Locke's day as well as 
Campbell's day, Chnstians were accused of heresy when they did not 
conform to the established norm of a particular group. In Locke's 
time, to disagree with the clergy or king was tantamount to disagree- 
ment with God himself. In Campbell's period, one's refusal to 


John Locke, A Leffer Concerning Toleration, reprint 
(NewYork: Prometheus, 1990), 17. 


: Alexander Campbell, “Declaration and Address” in 
Historical Documents Advocating Christian Union, 
109,110. 
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submit to a synod or church council amounted to treason against 
God. This chapter seeks to analyze the proposals set forth by both 
men to establish unity among God's people. 


Locke was born (1632) during the reign of Charles I 
{1625-1649). Thomas Campbell was bom in Newry, Ireland on 
February 1, 1763 and moved to America in 1807. Within two years 
after Campbell's arrival to America, he came under attack fiom the 
Ant-Burgher Seceder Presbyterian Church. Both men felt the blow 
of separation and its effects upon the Chnshan community. Locke 
and Campbell addressed the subject of heresy, and both men spoke 
of that which is "expressly stated" in the Word of God as the means 
of determining the actions to be taken toward others. Both spoke of 
the easting denomunations as the churches of Chnst, even though the 
Church of Chnst denomination did not exist at the time of their 
writings. 


Beginning with Locke, one observes political and religious 
imtoleration manifested on every street comer. Not only did dogma- 
tism exist within state government against its people, but narrow- 
mindedness existed within the various warring factions professing the 
Chnstan faith, On the one hand, the government persecuted Chns- 
tians that did not conform to the state church. On the other hand, 
some Chnistians oppressed other Chnstans when they did not har- 
monize to their particular brand of orthodoxy. Everyone was o:tho- 
dox to himself:* Locke captures the essence of intoleration when he 
writes: "This narrowness of spirit on all sides has undoubtedly been 
the principal occasion of our miseries and confusions.” 


Locke sought freedom of conscience and freedom of rell- 
gious expression. In his Letfey Concerning Toleration, he seeks to 
set forth principles upon which denominational infighting may be 
abolished. To break these barriers of ostramsm and persecution 


4 Ibid., 13. 
: Tbid., 11. 
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erected by government and church, he presented a spirit of toleration 
based upon principles laid down by Jesus and the apostles and com- 
mon sense. In his day, as well as our own, every person who did not 
adjust to the status quo was considered a heretic. In other words, 
one 1s guilty of heresy who does not accommodate his religious 
thoughts and actions to the hallowed beliefs of the established church 
and clergy. Not only were these rules applied by the Church of En- 
gland to its subjects, but other religious groups also practiced ex- 
communication against those who did not interpret the Scriptures as 
their own religious leaders understood and interpreted the sacred 
wntngs. Everyone considered other believers apostate that did not 
adhere to their charactenstic brand of orthodoxy. 


Heresy: The Reason for Segregation 


All were accused of heresy that departed from the norm of 
their unique group. Thus, Locke, in his dealings with the concept of 
heresy, dealt with the proper meaning of heresy as it was utihzed by 
the Holy Scriptures, not man. Even today, heresy is generally looked 
upon as someone holding to a belief that differs with the tradition of 
an exclusive denomination. In concluding his letter, he states that “it 
may not be amiss to add a few thing concerning heresy and schism.”° 
He then proposes the scenano that neither a Turk nor a Mohammed- 
an can be classified as a heretic or schismatic. They may, it is true, be 
considered apostate or infidel, but not heretic or schismatic. 


He thus reasons that by this logic that one of different reli- 
gions (Turks and Chnshans are of different religions) cannot be 
heretics or schismafics to one another.’ Even within Chnstendom, 
there may be different religions,* that is to say, Lutherans or Papist, 
yet both of them profess farth in Chnst and are called Chnshan. Yet 


‘ Ibid., 73. 
y Toid., 74. 
. Even though Locke speaks of denominations as different 


religions, he still speaks of the various groups as of the same religion. 
See page 74. 
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both are of the same religion — Chnstianity. He asserts that whether 
one is Lutheran or Papist that both still acknowledge the "Holy 
Scriptures to be the rule and foundation of their religion."” 

As a result of these separahons, he concludes that both are 
guilty of heresy, not because of beliefs, but because of separation. In 
other words, it is an attitude of the heart, not error of judgment. He 
writes: “that heresy is a separahon made in ecclesiastical commumon 
between men of the same religion, for some opinions no way con- 
tained in the tule itself.""° He continues: "...heresy is a separation 
made in their Chnshan commnumon for opinions not contained in the 
express words of Scripture.""’ In other words, heresy is not belief, 
but separation. Heresy has nothing to do with rightness or wrong- 
ness of the belief: It is the manifestation of an attitude. It is the spirit 
of divisiveness. It is the arrogance of factiousness, It is my way, or 
else no way at all. 


In seeking to call attention to the misuse of the word heresy, 
repeupon is unavoidable. Again, Locke wntes: ".. he is only a heretic 
who divides the church into parts, introduces names and marks of 
distinction, and votuntanly makes a separation because of such opin- 
ions.""? Locke again uses the following pregnant words in his letter 
to descnbe the biblical concept of heresy: ”...when anyone separates 
himself from the conmmumon of a cluirch, because that church does 
not publicly profess some certain opinions which the Holy Scriptures 
do not expressty teach."’* Once more, Locke perfectly simma- 
nzes the problem: 


...For when they have delermined the Holy Scriptures to be the 

only foundation of faith, they ofvertheless ay down cermin 
2 Ibid. 
a Ibid. 
z Ibid., 75. The bold lettering is mine (Dallas Burdette). This is 
added to draw attention to Locke's expressions concerning "expressely 
stated.” This is very stmilar to Thomas Campbell's phraseology in his 
Declaration and Address. 
Ibid. 
i Ibid., Emphasis in bold lettering is mine. 
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propasifions as fudamenml which are not in the Scnphure; and 
because others will not adowledge these additional opinions of 
theirs, nor build upon them as if they were nexssary and fisnda- 
Metal, they therefore make a separafion in the cihuch. either by 
withdrawing themselves fiom the others, or expelhng the others 
from them. Nor does it signify any thing for them to say that 
their confessions and svmbols are agyeeable to Scripuire, and to 
the analogy of farth: for if they be concelval in the express 
words of Scripture there can be no question about them, be- 
cause those are acknowledged by all Chnshans to be of divine 
insprrafion, and therefore fuiamerml But if they say that the 


articles which they requare to be professed are conseqVeEnces de- 
duced from the Scripture, it is undoubtedly well done of them 
to believe and profess such things as seem unto them so agree- 
able to the rule of Gith. 


In Locke's day, Chnstans divided over their deductions and 
inferences from Scriptures. These inferences and deductions were 
analogous to the Word of God. In other words, if one could not 
subscribe to the conclusions (deductions and inferences) of other 
Chrisuans, then they were referred to as heretics. This philosophy is 
still prevalent to this day. In other words, one's interpretation was 
and 1s identified as the Word of God. But one must understand that 
there is a difference between the two. On the one hand, interpreta- 
tion is what one thinks God means by what He says; on the other 
hand, the Word of God 1s what He says. Christians ought not to 
confuse the two. In fact, Locke writes about the absurdity of any 
man equahng his interpretation with the Word of God: "...I do not 
think there is any man arrived to that degree of madness, as that he 
dare give out his consequences and interpretations of Scnpture as di- 
vine inspirations, and compare the articles of farth, that he has framed 
according to his own fancy, with the authority of the Scripture.""° 


Heresy and schism come when Chnstans seek to impose 
their deductions and inferences upon other Chnstans. It is true that 
the discermmemts and judgments of certain individuals about the 


“ Ibid. 75,76. Emphasis in bold lettering is mine. 
7 Tbid., 76. 
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Scriptures may, in fact, be the Word of God, yet these ought not to 
be bound upon other believers until they themselves see the connec- 
tion, and evidently see that they are so, otherwise, dmisions will con- 
tinue to occur. With discernment, Locke pens these insightful 
words: 


This only I say, that however clearty we may think this or the 
other docifine to be deduced from Scnpare, we ought pot 
erefore t0 impose it upon others as a necessary article af 
faith, because we believe it to be agreeable to the nile af faith, 
unless we would be content also that other doctrines should be 
unposed! upon us in the same manner, and that we should be 
compelled to receive and profess all the different and contradic- 
tory Opinions af Lutherans, Catimst, Remorsrran&, Anabapnst, 
and other sects, which the comtnvers of symbols, systems, and 
cunfessons, are acorstiomed to deliver unto their followers as 
gemune and necessary deductions from the Holy Scriphie. | 
Cau but wonder at the edravagant arrogance af those men 
who think that they themselves can explain things aecessary to 
salvation move clearty than the Holy Ghost, the etemal and infi- 
nite wisdom af God.’ 


Heresy comes about when other believers impose their inter- 
pretation or opimons upon others as articles of faith Both Thomas 
and Alexander Campbell confronted the religious world for tts divi- 
sive spirit over deductions and inferences. This imposition of creeds 
with its judgments and decisions upon Thomas Campbell as equiva- 
lent to the Word of God is what catapulted Mr. Campbell's move- 
ment. When the Synod defrocked Mr. Campbell for offernng the 
commmunion to other Presbytenans not of their own particular stnips 
and revoked his license to preach, he wrote, in response to their 
sectanan spit, about unity in the Chnstian commmumty as set forth in 
the Scnptures. Out of this exspenence, he wrote his Derlarution 
and Address (1809). - To be contimied 


P. O. Box 10284, Montgomery, Alabama 36120 


*; Tbid., 76,77. 
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EDITORIAL: THE ISSUE THAT WON'T DIE 


The discussion with bro. Jere E. Frost has expired long ago 
but, bless his heart, he watts to continue the discusnon. What is left to 
discuss? We both have said all that we knowto say on Unity In Diver- 
sity and Amos 3:3, but now he wants to debate ME —as opposed to 
debating the issue. I know that a lot of you would rather we discuss 
something more profitable but there are some things we can't ignore. 
Unless these non-institutional brethren (as they prefer to be called— 
rather than "antis”) are challenged, they might get the idea that they are 
nght on their extreme right- wing legahs¥c concept of sciipture. I have 
shown from the comments of their own brethren on doctnnal issues 
that they have reached different conclusions (without dividing), but 
they won't admit that they practnce "Unity In Diversity.” (I suspect 
that it is only because these are just "family" matters and do not war- 
fant drsion among "ourselves" ("We only stick it to those_not of our 
own persuasion)—but it 1s “Unity In Diversity” nevertheless. 

And to shore up his argument for disfellowshiping brethren, 
and for dividing the church, bro. Frost has mutilitated Amos 3:3, "Can 
two walk together unless they be agreed." We have shown the fallacy 
of his interpretation but he ts not willing to let go. 

Now he wants to continue the discussion but he has offered 
nothing new to substantiate his argument except to attack the credibili- 
ty of this editor, his honsty, his integrity, his faimess, and etc. His last 
article submitted has nothing to do with the issue of Unity In Diversity 
but a tirade against the editor of Ensign. If you have been keeping up 
with the discussion, and I wouldn't blame you if you didn't, I mentioned 
at the outset that the standard M.O. of these brethren is to first attack 
the honesty, character, intelligence, and sincerity of the writer or speak- 
er, and then after he 1s thoroughly discredited, show just how stupid ts 
his arguements. (I have watched them operate for many years. and, as 
I said before, "I know these brethren" [has any one of their debaters 
ever lost a debate”? —have you ever read a report of a debate between 
one of their own where an opposing brother won a point of argue- 
ment? No, and you never will. This show just how biased and sectan- 
an is this factous element of our brotherhood. 
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Here is a typical example of the misguided mindset of these 
brethren, and espeaally bro Frost, 1n this partiailar case. I mentioned 
11 items about doctnnal issues and ask him if he would annotate which 
of these of violated would send a person to hell. I opined that he 
would not give a clear "yea" or "nay" answer. In fact | guaranted that 
he would not do so. Then after he said that he could not give a "creed- 
al" answer, because these were "local" matters and must be decided by 
the local church—to which J said " Praise the Lord, he got it right!" 
he said J did not give him credit for answering "forthnghtly” Did he? 
Admittedly, he gave a straightforward answer but his answer was, es- 
sentially, that these items were none of his business and he couldn 
pass judgment. If this is a "forthnght" answer then I concede the point. 
But these brethren have been preaching for years that these things were 
essemtal to salvation. These are the very issues that have been the 
"mothers-milk” of their dimstveness, without which they would have 
no cause to exist! -- they thrive on controversy. They must have this 
periodical (spiritual) blood transfusion to stay alive. Othermse they 
would die and and their followers would rejoin the brotherhood. 

Bro. Frost says that to answer these items with a yes or no Is 
like asking, "Have you stopped beating your wife.” Now, consider one 
of the questions. “Is the use of ustrumental music in worship essenbal 
or nonessential to salvahon?" Is this a "Have you stopped beating your 
wife” type of question? Consider the two options : 

Yes, the use of the instrument in worship will send one to hell. 

No, the use of the instrument will not send one to hell. 

This can be answered only with a yes or no. Where is the comparison, 
Bro. Frost? 

These brethren have never hesitated to pronounce anathema 
on those who use the mstrument, so why the hedging? Here is why: 

To answer the question forthnghtly puts one on the same spot 
as when someone asks, "Do you believe that all who are not members 
of your church are going to hell?" We can't bear to look like religious 
bigots so we hem, haw, and hedge and try to explain that we mean that 
the Church of Ctiist is the church mentioned by Jesus when he said 
"Upon this rock I will build my church." The answer is correct. I've 
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used it myself Who would disagyee with that? All denominations 
would say that we must belong to the "Lord's church" - meaning the 
church of Chnst of Matthew 16:18, but this is not what we tnily mean 
because we assocate our Church of Chnist church (and none other) 
with the church of Matthew 16:18. Our church has a divine copynght 
on the New Testament church and no other group should even apply!! 

Now we have another entrant into the discusson. Bro. 
Dudley Ross Speers, Avalon, Kentucky, staff writer for several non- 
isbtutional publications, wants to enters the fray. His aggressive spirit 
is well suited for this kind of dispute. He submitted an article in which 
he said very little about the original issue of Unity in Diversity but vi- 
goursly attacked the editor of Ensign. He says that Bro. Kilpatrick's - 

® treatment of Specific Gvistve issues indicates he has no 
clear view of truth. 

@ no limitations (that) truth demands. 

@ (no) absolute set of principles to which one must conform 
and beyond which one must not go. 

e (I am compared to Pilate's-): What is ruth?" having the 
same doubts Pilate must have entertained 

© truth is never reshictive m any religious actrity, no borders 
beyond which one azres go — it is never absolute. 

@ that God has drawn no line anywhere. 

@ whatever anyone thinks is right must be tolerated 

@ 70 scruples at all against anything (but strangely he adds) 
as long as it is legal and not specifically condemned in scripture. 


I could go on but this is enough to see the disposition of these 
brethren and how ridiculous the extremes to which they will go to win 
a point. But neither did he give a "yea" or "nay" answer to the 11 
items we proposed to Bro. Frost. He too says he can't make a creedal 
statement on these items. But he tums night around and lists a set of 
issues and asks me to annotate whether they be essential or opimon. 
Now if he is correct in his answer—that he couldn't make creedal 
statements—wouldn't I be just as correct in grvmg the same answey? 
Here is a sampling of his questions: 
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e claoch lotteries. 

@ Mund sacrifices 

@ churches malang widgets (what on earth is a widget?) 

e homosexuallesbian teachers in classrooms and preachers 
in pulpits. 

@ women elders. 

@ congregational dancing. 

He can't be serious, can he! Why not include nurder, thievery, pros- 
tition, drug dealing, whatever? Why stop here? ("congregahonal 
dancing"? Fortunately for me, perhaps, I wouldn't fit into this kind of 
congregation because I can't dance! Could I be saved not being able to 
dance?) Comical? Yes. Ridiculous? Yes 

Bro. Speers, has anyone in the church ever advocated any of 
these things, and has the church been divided over them? Are you 
comparing these things to orphan homes, church treasunes, wstrumen- 
tal music and such like? You should be ashamed of yourself: 

He may find some isolated cases where such practices may 
have caused disturbances in local congregations but they are not wide- 
spread problems within the Churches of Christ. We've got enough real 
problems within the brotherhood without dreaming up new ones. A 
further answer fiom me would only dignify this strange concoction. 

He states that "Surely there is a line somewhere Kilpatrick will 
find beyond which he knows damnation waits." This is similar to the 
question asked by bro. Frost in the June issue of Ensign about drawing 
lines, to which I replied, “Bnefly, there are three causes of of disfellow- 
ship, (1) Denial of Gospel Facts. (2) Immorality. (3) The Party 
Spirit. Are you in any of these categones? - Party Spirit? perhaps? 

We cannot declare anything essential to salvation except what 
God has explicitly outlined in sctipture. Alexandcr Campbell said (as 
quoted by Dallas Burdette in this issue): "That although inferfences 
and deductions from Scripture presmses, when fairly inferred, may be 
truly called the doctme of God's holy word, yet are not formally bind- 
ing upon the consciences of Ctnishans farther than they perceive the 
connection, and evidently see that they are so; for their faith must not 
stand m the wisdom of men, but in the power and veracity of God." 
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Admittedly this is the same principle stated by bro. Frost when he said 
that he could not make a creedal statement on these vanous items of 
dispute. But let us now ask him if he has attempted to "bind" these 
things on the consciences of others? 0 





A LETTER TO A FILIPPINO INQUIRER 


By Harold key 
My Esteemed Fellow-Believer 

Greetings in the name of our precious Lord and Savior Jesus 
Christ. You do not know me, so pennit me to introduce myself: I 
have been a preacher of the gospel for more than fifty years with 
Churches of Christ in California, Tennessee, Mississippi, Missouri, In- 
diana and Texas. My wafe ts the sister of Eunice, wife of Ralph Bra- 
shears, the long-time missionary and founder of Philippine Bible 
College. He has asked me to read his correspondence from you as 
well as from others in the Philippines And so I read your request for 
clarification between your father’s teaching and that of others whom 
you also respect. 

As I perceive, you are struggling between the appeal of a di- 
rect personal relation with the Lord based on trust in him and the ap- 
peararance of a relation with him through a church-system based on 
fully and completely obeying all of the commandments that may be de- 
ciphered from a hermeneutic of "direct command," _ approved ex- 
ample" and "necessary inference". 

May I urge you to always put your trust in Jesus himself rath- 
er than in his church, however he wants the church to be. Never thnnk 
of the church as anything other than people in relationship to Jesus and 
to one another. While the head of the church is right, the body will al- 
ways be less than perfect because the body is us {human beings—men 
and women who are imperfect in faith and knowledge and behavior). 
The words of I John descnbes us as: "little children," "young men," and 
"fathers." Our security is in his perfection, never in ours. So, never 
base your hope of righteousness upon the correctness of the church. 
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God's intention was not to set up machinery which will save 
the lost. It is the person of Chnst Jesus His Son who saves. It is the 
beauty of Jesus which attracts us to him and makes us realize the ugli- 
ness of sn. Our desire to be like him, and to be with him, draws us to 
his open atms, Embraced by him, he pours out the Holy Spirit and 
gives us a new nature. Now he is not only within us but is forever our 
very personal representative before the unseen throne of grace, plead- 
ing on our behalf at every moment. 

Whatever understanding God gives you of how he wants His 
children to be orgamzed, remember the organizational structure is nev- 
er the end within itself: It is only for the purpose of reaching the lost 
and helping them to be transformed into the likeness of Chnst who is 
the image of God. The structure should be smple and subject to the 
needs of people where they are. Jesus is our only pattern. That is 
why no other "pattern" is given anywhere in the New Testament 
Scriptures. 

I am sure that many denominations in America and elsewhere 
have honestly, but mistakenly, thought the Bible commanded just ex- 
actly the very organization which seemed to serve well in the infancy of 
their own particular movement. But "old wineskins" from another 
time and place must be distinguished from the "new wine" of the good- 
ness about God's Son. Jesus stated a constant truth when he said that 
"new wine aust be put into new wineskins” (Mat, 9:17). The "old 
wineskins" of cultural (aditions burst and the "new wine" for both be- 
levers and unbelievers today is lost so often because of our rigidity 
about "church." 

God's people in the Philippines ought not to feel they have to 
be a copy of any American organizafon. The Holy Sprrit is just as ca- 
pable of endowing Philippine believers to do His will there as here in 
America or anywhere else. 


I trust that the Holy Spint will give you discernment about this 
matter. If your trust is in Jesus Christ, then do not let your father, or 
anyone else, make you doubt your secunty before God. Do not per- 
mit others (however well-meaning) to entang)e you in "quarrels about 
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the law" (Titus 3:9), but rather, "pursue righteousness, godliness, faith, 
love, endurance and gentleness" (I Tim. 6:11) The Lord be with you. 
4026 Coapites, Pasadena, Texas 77504 


THE ROAD TO "THEREFORE" 
AND BEYOND 


By Elmer Prout 


Therefore, I urge you, brothers, in view of God's 
mercy, to offer your bodes as kving sacrifices, holy 
and pleasing to God - this is your spiritual act of 
worship.- Rom. 12:1, NIV: 


It was boring to sit through the freshman "Bible in Survey" 
classes. I had learned all that the college professor presented and more 
in Sunday School classes in my hometown church. Why did I have to 
sit there and waste my time on stories I had heard all of my life? 

With those thoughts chiming in my nund J set off to talk to 
the head of the Bible department. "I want to take a test on the material 
which will be covered in all your introductory Bible classes. I've heard 
it all my life. We had excellent Bible teachers in our Sunday School. I 
can pass the test easly. Then I can move on toward graduation..." 


The department head was kind but firm — unbending, actually. 
"You may have gotten through Sunday School with @ying colors. We 
are glad you did. But if you want to get your diploma from hs school 
you willl haveto sit in classes Jeam from our teachers, pass our 
tests, and meet our requirements. In other words, you must agree to 
trust this college's education processes. If you are not ready to commit 
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yourself in that way you will never really be a part of what we are do- 
ing m this msufudon." 

He was absolutely right. If 1 wanted to be a graduate of that 
college I had to stop tusting in my Sunday School level knowledge. I 
would have to enter wholeheartedly into a new education process. If 
and when I v:as willing to do that there would be a day when I would 
hear the dean say, "Prout has completed our academic requirements. 
therefore we award..." 

In other words, there is a road to that therefore. In my frus- 
trated pride I had wanted to bypass the road to therefore. I had 
wanted to walk on the far side of therefore without taking the steps by 
which I would arrive at the desired point. 

Keep that academic ‘therefore’ in mind while we thunk about 
the Apostle Paul's ‘therefore’ in Romans 12:1. This is the point at 
which Paul urges the Roman Chnsuans to follow the Chnstan lifestyle. 
The Apo stle is speakang of ethics. He 1s outlimng the details of Chris- 
tian behavior. Paul goes into great detail. There are forty of fifty rules 
for holy living in Romans 12 through 15. 

We remember quickly: "...think of yourselves with sober judg- 
ment...grve generously...showing mercy cheerfully... hate what 1s 
evil.. Be joyful in hope...Bless those who persecute you...Do not repay 
anyone evil for evil...overcome evil with good...Love your neighbor as 
yourself...behave decently as in the daytime, not in orgies... not in sexu- 
a] immoraltty...Accept one another..." 

We hear these rules for living and sigh "What a wonderful 
world this would be if everyone lived by the teaching of Romans chap- 
ters 12 through 15..." After the sigh we often add "And people could 
live this way if they only would do 1t!!” 

So it seers. The ethics are stated so clearty. They make such 
good common sense. Anyone can see that this is the way all people 
should live... 

True. The question, however, is “When is a person prepared 
to walk beyond Paul's 'therefore’” Can a person smply walk up to 
Romans 12, take a jook at the fine rules for the good life, agree that the 
rules are the best she has ever seen, and set off to cany them out. 
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Think of my freshman arrogant self-confidence. I said in ef- 
fect, "I can get a degree from this school on the basis of my knowledge 
gained on my own. I don't need help or guidance from these profes- 
sors. I'm as ready as I need to be ~just hand me that diploma!" 

But, in fact, I was not ready for the graduation ceremony unt 
I was willing to submit to, trust the wisdom of the persons in charge of 
that college Bible program. I had to move up to the therefore before I 
could move beyond it. I could decide to ignore the school's require- 
ments. But J would never actually be a graduate of that college unless 
I bowed to its requirements. 


In the same way, no one in the whole world is prepared to 
take this therefore road unt that person has walked the gospel road 
with Paul up to the therefore. 

In these days when lawlessness and wickedness are out of 
control; when the evening news and the moming paper throw the de- 
tails of human sin and perversity in our faces — we are tempted to 
make ethics the major emphasis on our church programs. It is com- 
mon to find churches exercised beyond measure over various moral is- 
sues, And, in the heat of moral outrage, to launch efforts to make or 
change laws to enforce what are called ‘Chnstan moral values.’ 

I understand and share the ftustration. We are cut to the heart 
as we see the world sink deeper and deeper into sin. We want to see 
people, all people, live according to the standards of the word of the 
Lord. But no one can walk the ethical road beyond therefore untl 
she has followed the road up to and into the righteousness of God 
which the gospel reveals. 


The church must never forget ~ EVANGELISM COMES 
BEFORE ETHICS. 

A person must be evangelized before he 1s ready to live the life 
described in Romans 12 through 15. 

The gospel road leads round by Romans 10:9,10. “If you con- 
fess with your mouth, ‘Jesus is Lord’...". The life style of Romans 12 1s 
not for just anyone. It is only for those who have bowed to the lord- 
ship of Jes:s Christ. 


The gospe} road leads round by Romans 6:5-18. "In the same 
way, count yourself dead to sin but alive to God in Chnst Jesus." The 
life style of Romans 12 1s not for people who are alive to the world. It 
is for those who have died and been eased with Chnst in the baptism 
he commands. 

The gospel road leads round by Romans 8:5-14 "those who 
are led by the Spirit of God are sons of God.” Romans !2 speaks 
against the spirit of this world. It speaks only to those who are willing 
to renounce that worldly spint and submit to the leading of the Holy 
Spint of God. 

The gospel road leads round by Romans 5:1-5 "God has 
poured out his love into our hearts by the Holy Spirit, whom he has 
given us." Hearts which are overflowing with the spirit of this age 
have no room for God's Spirit. Even if they followed some of the de- 
talls of Romans 12 their actons would be in the service of self rather 
than of God. 

Evangelism is a call for "the obedience that comes from faith" 
(see Rom. 1:5; 16:26). Let us take energy that we throw away decry- 
ing the lack of Chnstian ethics among nonChnsmans and put it into the 
service of the gospel. That is, let our growing concem and action cen- 
ter inevangelism. If we will do this the Lord will give us abundant op- 
portunites to talk about ethics. Only then we wiil be talking Chnstan 
ethics to people who are 'new creatures in Chnist' and therefore, at the 
point where they are prepared to move beyond therefore. 

P.O. Box 361, Graton, California 95444 
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Four-Score + 8 

The Grassy Church of Chnst, Arab, Alabama, has lost a okdest member. 
Brother Wade Cox passed from this life 19 September 1995. He was 88 
yeais old. He had been a faithful child of God and a member of the Grassy 
church for many years. His love for God, the church, and his famnly is mani- 
fested in that his large family contmes as faithful menzbers in the Lord's king- 
dam. The power of a Godly life has never been so evident. We will miss hom 
oneasth but we will celebrate with bam m heaven. - Editor 
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Biblically Speaking 
Where the Scnpture Speak, We Speak 
An Historical Invest gation and Interpretation 


By Dallas Burdette Part 10 Division 2 


This Magna Charta (Declaration and Address) of the 
Stone/Campbelll movement originated one hundred and twenty years 
after Locke penned the above words (see Sept. issue of Ensign). The 
above quote from Lock's writings and the following quote from Camp- 
bell's witings demonstrate Locke's influence on the writting of Camp- 
bell's famous Declaration and Addrexs He writes, in Article Sx, 
essemthally the same paragraph as Locke about inferences and 
deductions: 

6. That although mferences and deductions from Scrpore 

premises, when finrty inferred, may be muly called the doctrine af 

God's holy word, yet are they not formally binding upon the con- 

sciences af Chnshans farther than they perceive the connection, 

and evidently see that they are so; for their farth must not stand in 
the wisdom af men, but in the power and veracify of God. There- 
fore, so such deductions can be made terms af common, but do 
property belong to the after and progressive edification af the 
Chnrch Hence, it is evident that no such deductions or mferen- 
tial triths ought to have amy place in the Church's confession.’ 


Campbell stresses that deductions and inferences from Scrip- 
ture premises have no place in the Chnstian commumty, but rather be- 
long to the progressive edification of the church If one accepts the 
deductons and inferences of another person without confirmation in 
his or her own mind, then, one's belief is not in the Word of God, but 


, Thomas Campbell, “Declaration and Address,” in C. A. Young, 
Historical Documents Advocatmg Christian Union , repr. (Joplin: 
College Press, 1985), 110. 
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rather in the interpreter. Locke also writes the same sentiments about 
binding deductions and inferences upon other saints: "Now nothing in 
worship or discipline can be necessary to Chnstan communion, but 
what Chnist our Jegslator, or the apostles, by inspiration of the Holy 
Spirit, have commanded in express words."’ This quote also mirrors 
the thought pattern in Campbell's Article Six, as quoted above. Alex- 
ander, son of Thomas, twenty-one years after the wniting of the NOW 
famous document, writes in the same vein: "I will now show how they 
cannot make a sect of us. We will acknowledge al] as Chrishans who 
acknowledge the gospel facts, and obey Jesus Christ.’ Later, 1835, 
Alexander addresses the charge of heresy imposed upon other believ- 
ers who do not see eye to eye. He graphically captures the thought 
and dilemma Chnstians face when confronted with a brother whose 
knowledge surpasses their own: 

Indeed, in most cases where proscription and exclusions now occur 

in this caumtry, the excluded are the most intelligent members of 

the society, and although no coammumity will accuse a man because 

he knows more of his Bible than his brethren. and on this account 

exchide him from their comumnion; yet this, it is manifest, eather 

than heresy, (of which, however, for coasstency’s sake, he must be 

accused.) is, in truth, the real cause of separation.* 

Both, father and son, understood the Jogic of John Locke. 
One is guilty of heresy if he or she is factious.° The traditions of the 


: Locke, A Letter Concerning Toleration, 77. Emphais in bold 
lettering is mine. 

Alexander Campbell, "Millennium U," The Millennial 
Harbenger, 1 April 1830, p 146. 

Alexander Campbell, "To Mr. William Jones, of London, Letter 
IV, The Millennial Harbenger, 6 March 1835, p 112. 
; Leroy Garret, "Who Is A Heretic?," Mission Messenger, 25 
March 1963, p 35 says, "There is no necessary relation between heresy 
and doctrine, whether the doctnne be sound or unsound. Heresy is not 
wrong opinion or talse teaching. We affirm that heresy can exist today and 
did exist in the primitive church quite apart from any erroneous opinions 
or false teaching." For another excellent treatment on “heresy,” see Carl 
Ketcherside, "What Is Heresy?,” Mission Messenger, 25 March 1963, pp 
39-44. 
: Ibid., 35, Dr. Garrett writes: "And so with the philosophers: 
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church in Locke's day, as well as in Campbell's day, made it difBouh, if 
not impossible, to read the Bible without spectacles. It goes almost 
without saying that not aJ] "plain teaching" 1s equally plain to all. One 
firther quote from Locke on heresy expresses the senfiments ex- 
pressed by Thomas Campbell many years later: 

..for if they be conosived in the express words of Scripare, there 

can be no question abaut them; because those are adcnowledged by 

all Chnshans to be of divine msmyafion, and therefore findamen- 

ta]. But if they say that the articles which they cequiye to be pio- 

fessed are consajpmes dadasd from the “npire, it Is 

undoubtedty well done of them to beieve and prafess such things 

as seem umto them so agreeable to the rule of faith, but it would be 

vety i] done to obffude those things upon other, unto whom they 

do not seem to be the unchibitable doctrines of the Sanptures’ 
Express Words of Scripture 

The phrase “express words of Scnpture," or simular 

expressions, occurs frequently in the Leaer Concerning Tolerution by 
John Locke.” Also, this ptyase, or corresponding words, was 
employed frequently in Campbell's Declaration and Address’ A 


themselves. History teaches us that cultures have rewarded nonconformity 
with reprisal; it has always been a sin to be different.” 

: John Locke, A Letter Concerning Toleration, 76. 

: The following phrases appear in John Locke, A Letter 
Concerning Toleration: "in express words" (3 times, pp 24, 77), "express 
law" (1 time, p 35), "express command" (1 time, p 46), "express word 
of Scripture" (3 times, pp 75, 76), "commanded in express words" (1 
time, p 77), "Scriptures teach in express words" (1 time, p 77), 
"expressly teach" (1 time, p 75). 

e The following phrases appear in Thomas Campbell, Declaration 
and Address and Appendix: "expressly enjoined" (2 times, pp 109, 160), 
"an express Scripture" (1 time, p 133), "not expressly revealed and 
enjoined in the word of God" (1 time, p 134), "expressly revealed will" 
(1 time, p 137), "express terms or by approved precedent" (2 times, pp 
138, 150), "expressly produced" (1 time, p 139), "expressly contradict" 
(1 time, p 139), "express letter of the law" (1 time, p 139), "expressly 
prohibited" (1 time, p 141), "no express law" (1 time, p 141), expressly 
commanded, (2 times, p 142, 143), "expressly revealed will of God" (2 
times, pp 146, 183), "express declaration and injunctions" (1 time, p 
149), “expressly revealed and enjoined" (2 times, pp 149, 160), "the 
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cursory reading of both documents reveal that Locke and Campbell 
sought to convey the central thrust of unity within the various denomi- 
nations. Unless God expressly states that something 1s to be done or 
not to be done, then, Chnstans ought not to bind their opinion(s) upon 
other believers to admission into the church of Christ. Locke expressly 
States that 

I would ask therm here.., if it be not more agreeable to the church 

of Christ to make the conditions of her communion consist in such 

things, and such things only, as the Holy Spirit has in the holy 

Saipuures declared in express words, to be necessary to salvation? 

I ask, I say, whether this be not more agyeeable to the church of 

Ctrist, than for men to unpose their own inventions and inter- 

gietafons upon others, as if they were of divine authority, and to 

establish by ecclesiastical laws, as absolutely necessary to the pro- 

fession of Chrishamty such things as the holy Scripaures do either 

not mention, are at least not expresdly command’? Whoever te- 

quires those things in order to ecclesiastical communion, which 

Christ does not eequire in order to life etemal, he may perhaps in- 

deed constinite a society accommodated to his own opinion, and 

his own advantage, but how that «in be called the church of 

Ctrist, which is established upon laws that ate not his, and which 

excludes such persons from its communion as he will one day re- 

ceive into the kingdom of heaven, I understand not.'° 


This lack of "expressly stated" is what caused Campbell to of- 
fer the communion to other believers. He maintained that unless the 
word of God expressly prolubited his allowing others to commune 
with them (Presbytenans), then, he would not refuse the Lord's Supper 
to Chnstans in other denominations, or even other Presbyterians. 
When Campbell wrote Article Three in his Declaration and Address, 


times, pp 146, 183), “express declaration and injunctions" (1 time, p 
149), “expressly revealed and enjoined" (2 times, pp 149, 160), "the 
express law of Christ" (1 time, p 159), “express revelation" (1 time, p 
163), “express light of divine revelation" (1 time, p 178), “express 
terms" (1 time, p 178), "in express terms of the Bible" (1 time, p 178), 
“expressly deciared™ (1 time, p 179), "express terms" (1 time, p 183), 
“express declaration" (1 time, p 191), “expressly said" (1 time, p 199). 
. Ibid., 24-25. 
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he objected to making anything an article of faith not expressly taught 
in the Word of God: 
That in order to do this, nothing ought to be incilcated upon 
Chnistians as articles of fatth; nor requnyrad of them as terms of 
common, tat what is expressy taught and enjomed upon 
them in the Word of God. Nor ought anything to be admitted, as 
of Divine odjigation, in their Church constitution and manage- 
ment, but what is expressly enjoined by the authonty of our Lard 
Jesus Chnist and his apostles upon the New Testament Church; ei- 
ther in express terms of by approved preo-ient '' 

This Article also remforces the motto that Thomas Campbell 
coined to express his sentiments about fellowship within the various 
Christian denominations, which he called churches of Christ. Campbell 
confronted head-on the same sectanan attitude that Locke faced in his 
day. Locke, for instance, in his Letter Concerning Tolerution, ad- 
dressed the government with its state church as well as the warning fac- 
tions within the respective denominations. On the other hand, 
Campbell went to the jugular vein of fractiousness on the part of those 
who considered themselves as the only orthodox ones. Campbell did 
not have to contend with government, only divided Chnstendom He 
draws attention to the paralyzing evils of division when he wntes Ar- 
ticle Eleven in his Declaration and Address: 

That division among Chnshans is a borid evil, fraugf¢ with many 
ews. It is anBchnsiian, as it destoys the visible unuty of the body 
of Chnst, as if he were divided against himself, exchading and ex- 
communicahng a part of himself it is afms7iparal, as being 
strictly protubited by his sovereign authority; a direct violation of 
his express command It is anfinafural, as it excites Chnshans to 
contemn {scom — DB], to hate, and oppose one another, who are 
bound by the highest and most endeanng obligations to love each 
other as brethren, even as Chnst has loved them. In a word, it is 
productive of confusion and of every evil work,” 

(Continued in next issue) 

P.O. Box 10284, Montgomery, Alabama 36120 


ul C. A. Young, Historical Documents Advocating Christian 
Union, 108,109. 

‘ Alexander Campbell, "Declaration and Address” in C. A. Young, 
Historical Documents Advocating Christian Union, 112,113. 
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CAN A DENOMINATIONAL CHURCH 
BECOME NON-DENOMINATIONAL? 


Trrgyés i vT 
By Neal Griffin Part 2 of 3 


"If you would converse with me, first define your terms!", is a 
good tule, so we begin with a scriptural definthon of the word 
"church". Generally, "church" refers to the called out of God. Such 
descroptve terms aS "family", "kingdom", "children", "elect", "saved", 
"assembly", "saints", "people of God", and "assembly of the First 
Pom", are appropriate. It is generally recogmzed that the word 
"church", coined in the 17th. century, does not translate the Ist. centu- 
ry common Greek word, “ecclesia”. As a matter of fact, the 17th. cen- 
tury word "church" defnitely has a refigious connotation, while the 
common Greek word "ecclesia" 1s a very general word that merely de- 
notes a group. It does not distinguish between religious and secular. 
For example, 1n Acts 19 we see where the Holy Spint used the word to 
denote an angry mob of unbelievers. The conclusion ts valid that the 
word "church" should be a people word. Ifit is to be used, it should be 
used with this understanding. Paul, by the Spint, never used to word 
"ecclesia" to denote anything but people. The Spirit never used it to 
denote an tnstituton that exists separate and apart from its constituents. 
The 17th. century word "church", as used today, implies corporate en- 
tity. That is to say that the denominated, religious, organization under 
discusson (church) has a life of its own It can sue and be sued. Inthe 
eyes of the law, it is a person. All of the stockholders of a corporaton, 
headquartered in New York city, can be scattered throughout the 
coumtry, but the corporation deals and can be dealt with as a person. 
The sane is true of the 1st. Bapnst Church. The same is true of the 
Main Street Church of Christ. The instituhon in each of these cases 
has hfe separate and apart from those who constitute it. And the sad 
thing about this development is that it is entirely of man The Holy 
Spirit never referred to the church as an organizafional entity. When 
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the church scattered, it was people who scattered. It was not a corpo- 
rate emtty. When the church gave, it was people who gave. When the 
church was persecuted, it was people who were persecuted. When the 
church saluted, or greeted, or welcomed, or assembled, it was people 
who were doing it, and not some msttutional entity. 

If we are to become a non-denominational church, we must 
divest ourselves of the wstituhonalized concept of the Lord's called 
out—His church. And having done so we can be about the great busi- 
ness of promoting the Christ of the church instead of the Church of 
Christ. We can then concentrate on promoting the purity of a people 
instead of promoting the purity of a man-made, denominated, religious 
orgamzation We can begin to accept one another as members of 
Christ's body, rather than as members of a particular religious instrtu- 
tion We can, instead, accept all who submit to the Lordship of Jesus, 
as Christ accepted us, to the glory of God. Amen 

10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 


_WE ARE NOT ALONE 


By Eleanor Shermer 


One cvening in a large departmerr store a little boy about three years 
old had became separated frorn his father. J first noticed him as he was weav- 
ing around those isles stacked high with merchandise. There was panic in his 
voice aS he kept caling "Dad!" He was trymg bravely not cry, but with each 
call for Dad tt was becommng more difficult. 

I appcoached him as he was about to break into a nm_ I took his little 
hand in mine and said, "Wait a mite, I will belp you find your dad We will 
go to the desk and ask the lady to caj] him. Then he will come and find you.” 

This reassured bim and calmed him. It worked out as I had told hm 
it would The voice over the amplifier could be heard over the enhre store: 
"Will the father of a little boy named Paul please come to the information desk 
and clam him?" Father and son were ceuntted. 
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Afterwards I thought, “How like us, and life, and God!" We are 
fngttened dismayed, discouraged, we panic. We call for help through our In- 
tercessor and God finds us! All is well. We are not alone. 

There are many lost, fnghtencd and lonely people mn the world today. 
Theve are others who could and should tell them of the help that is always 
available. We are not alone. mM 

2100 Nettlebrook Drive, Winston-Salem, North Carolina 27106 
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LETTER - Frankie Marie Shanks 

Once again I am uplifted and encouraged by the articles in your September 
issue. Your editorials are always in depth, informafive and edifying. 

Since I am such a fan of Cecil Hook, I want to say how munch I appreciate 
what he wrote. No doubt, all af us who have become "free in Chnst” or always were, 
can say a hearty “Amen” to the section: “And the Lord and angels may laugh 
when—" 

In line with that Uiought, I noticed two religious news articles in the Baptia 
WORD & WAY, September 7, 1995. I laughed after I read and considered the two 
views toward work and the differing refigious connctafons toward cach. 


One is cegarding a rabbi's inventions to help orthodox Jews keep the law. 
Rabbi Levi Yrzhak Halperin develops arttomatic devices and uses electric eyes in 
order that soldiers or doctors may perform their nenessary slolled services on the Sab- 
bath without violating i. There is no need to push a button or tum a knob. However, 
some seem to question whether rt violates the spirit of Jewish law while "stcang to 
the detailed fetter af the law.” I suppose the question is: Is it work anyway? 


The other article has to do with a dispasable commumion padege. This is 
Sanitery, allows rapid and convenient distnbuhon, and is completety dispasable. 
However, it has its critics. “It's almost suggeshng a kind af a McCommmnion,” said 
one. I suppose the queshon in this case is: Is it enough work?" 


It seems that our "Works Righteousness” ethic confimues to plague not onty 
we heirs of the Stone-<Camphe! movement, but the greater God-feaing commamnty as 
well. 

Tam thankful that I finally iearned that I am not saved by my perfect im- 
derstanding af and obedience to laws/works, but by grace through faith in our Lord 
Jesus Chnst. And I am thankful to all of you whom God has used to bless me. 

2710 Crestwood Onive, Poplar Bhiff, Missoun 63901 
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SOUL, 
DEATH, 
AND ETERNITY 


By R. L. Kilpatrick 


First, let me say that when we talk about death and etemrty 
we are on the edge of infinity and as such it would be well to steer clear 
of dogmatism and remain flexible on the subject. 

Concermng the constitution of man, scholarshp is generally 
agreed that Adam was first body and when spin was infused into his 
body. Adam became soul This can only mean that as respecting the 
"elements" in man, he is a deeal being, but when "soul" is thought of as 
a third element he may be referred to as a "trtune” being. But sow is 
not a third element. Soul is the result of adding body and spint togeth- 
er. “We think of the spirit as soul, only when in the body, so we cannot 
speak of an immortalty of the soul, in the proper sense without bodily 
life"’. If we can reason that the body of Adam had no life until quick- 
ened by the spint, which consttuted him soul, then we can likewise 
reason that when spirit 1s removed from body the body dies (James 
2:26 (and likewise soul is non-exstent since there is no life entity, be- 
ing, soul). With this thought in mind it 1s understandable why some ar- 
gue that both body and soul go down to Sheol in death. 

There is stil} a realm of uncertainty and a certain degree of as- 
Sumption connected with this view of death. Two pnmary things have 
to be assumed before one can say that the soul dies. First, it has to be 
assumed that the spirit will at some future time exist without the body. 
This necessitates the second assumption that the element of "time" ex- 
ists between physical death and the resurrection to a new body, and 

(see DEATH, bottom of page 207) 


Schleiertnacher (as quoted by A. H. Strong), Systematic Theology 
(one vol. edtn., Judson Press, Philadelphia, 1907), 486. 


202 


WHO IS DIVIDING 
THE CHURCH? 





By Cecil Hook 


The divisions in the church count to a few hundred now, do 
they not? Don't answer that out loud yet. 

In deploring religious divisions, many tmes I have told of the 
latest count of churches. Those denominations were blamed for divid- 
ing Christ's church. 

Then at other tmes I would conclude that people in the de- 
nominations were in Chnist's church because they had not been bap- 
tized properly. We in the Church of Christ were the one true church 
consisting of all the saved. 

Do you detect a faint hint of inconsistency there? 

If we are the entire church, then only we are guilty of dividing 
it! Those outside it cannot divide it. By our petty issues we separate 
ourselves into out splinter groups. There is no blaming of others! 
Awesome! 

If we admit that the saved are scattered among the various bo- 
dies, it does not relieve us of blame for our part in the confusion, We 
cannot bnng all the groups into one organized church but we can rec- 
ognize and accept God's children wherever they are. Unity is not in or- 
ganization but in recognition Oneness in a family does not depend 
upon residence, looking alike, or thinkang alike. Our fellowship is in a 
common Father and his family. Fellowship is a relationship, not an ap- 
proval Sectananism is not determined by what group we serve with. 
Where ts the one universal non-sectanan church? A person may be tn 
a sect without being sectanan. Sectanansm ts an attitude of resection 
of others in Christ. 

The sectanan attitude is divisive. It is a work of the fiesh. It 
works against God's purpose. 

10905 SW Mira Court, Tigard, Oregon 97223 
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CAN A DENOMINATIONAL 
CHURCH BECOME 
NON-DENOMINATIONAL? 


rr vr YT P 
By Neal Griffin Part 3 of 3 


One of the main reasons that some clnarches cannot free them- 
selves from the shackles of denommahonalism is that they seem to 
think that worshnp in Spint and in tnith is something that is confined to 
the Sunday "worship service", and that religion is a Sunday thmg. The 
clergy of the various denominations maimtain that true worship must be 
performed in one of their approved assemblies every Sunday, and that 
it involves the performing of prescnbed acts of worship. This is a mis- 
directed cany-over fiom the pnestly, altar services of the Old Cove- 
aamt. But Jeremiah foretold of a different and better covenant. The 
Old Covenant demanded that a life be sacnficed, and we know that the 
Old Covenant was but a shadow of the New. Under the New Cove- 
nant lives would also be sacnficed, but it would be the lives of the 
priests themselves. It would be the sacnfice of'a dedicated hfe — a liv- 
ing sacrifice of a dedicated life — a living sacrifice. Jesus also foretold 
this in John 4:21-25. He indicated the true Spirit filled worship would 
not be confined to a place nor to a ime. And the Holy Spint, in Ro- 
mans 12:1, explains exactly what that true worship is. There, in plain 
language, we read that acceptable worship is the offering of our bodies 
as Itving sacrifices. It is the worship charactenzed by Chnstans in the 
everyday courses of ther lives, as James, by the Spint, explained that 
true religion is canng for widows and orphans. Now my point ts this: 
If true worship is the performing of five prescribed acts of worship on 
designated days, shouldn't we expect to find such information in these 
passages which tell what acceptable worship and what true religion 
are?? 
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Why then, do Christians assemble? Hebrews 10:24-25 an- 
swers the question: To encourage one another to love and good 
works. Verse 24 encourages us to think of ways to accomplish this It 
is a real stretch of the mnagina&ion to read into this a "worship service" 
where five, and only five, acts of worship are to be perforined. The as- 
semblies of the New Covenant were participatory. The were not spec- 
tator events. Our ngid five-acts "worship service" stifles participation 
and discourages individuals from thinking of ways to encourage one 
another. It is almost wf, when this routine is broken, we have defiled the 
Sabbath, when on contrast, the earty assemblers met to discuss prob- 
lems, to report cases of need, to eat common meals, to observe the 
Lord's Supper, to sing, pray, rejoice, weep, praise God, and to discuss 
mutual problems. They did more than five things. 


Most of our drvsive issues center around the imagined pat- 
tems of what should and what should not be done in these “worship 
services", when in fact, there 1s no such thing as a New Testament 
"worship service” that was ordained to take the place of the Old Testa- 
ment priestly mtual. Someone wrote that the New Covenant worship- 
pers assembled, and that sounds much more accurate than saying that 
they assembled to worship. As long as they were decent and in order, 
and as long as they had a loving attitude toward one another they were 
admonished to use their own minds to think of ways to accomplish the 
divine purpose of the assembly. Sunday is only another worship day 
for New Covenant Chnshans. Special days are no more. Every day is 
the Lord's day. 

Am I advocating that we cancel Sunday assemblies? Certainly 
not! What do I propose is that we focus on offering up our lives a liv- 
ing sacnfices seven days a week. This is what New Covenant worship 
in Spint and in truth is all about. This is acceptable worshin. 


Denomimadonalism seems to feature a Sunday religion. Are 
we denomunahonal? If we are, we need to repent. When we quit be- 
mg denomunational, our claurch will not be denominahonal. 

10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 
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ROMANS 10:9 


By Dale McCreight 


",.because, if you confess with your hips that Jesus is Lord and believe 
in your heart that God raised nm from the dead, you will be saved" 
(Rom. 10:9), is commonly understood to be a formula contaming the 
conditions which when executed results in salvation. But a careful ex- 
armnation of the context of this statement will, I hope, prove enlighten- 
ing as to the meaning which Paul intended. 

The subject of this secton is "the nghteousness which 1s based 
on faith." Paul's pnmary objective 1s to show how this nghiteousness 
can be identified. A favonte tool of Paul in exposition is personifica- 
tion which he uses in this instance. He persomfies “that nghteousness" 
which 1s based on faith in verse 6 by letting it "speak" Notice that it 
says, "Do not say in your heart, 'Who will ascend into heaven? (that is, 
to bing Chnst down) or 'Who will descend into the abyss” (that 1s to 
bring Chnist up from the dead).” We must keep in mind here that these 
are questions that the "nghteousness which 1s based on feith" will 720% 
nor need ask! The answer to these questions are evident in the heart of 
the believer as Paul later reveals. 

We now proceed to the affinnative statements of that "ngh- 
teousness based on faith." "But what does it say?" (v. 8). "The word 
(what it says) is near you..." This Paul illustrates by stating that: 1) it 
is “on your lips,” and 2) it 1s "in your heart." Notice that Paul says this 
is "the faith which we preach.” It will be helpful to note that the gram- 
matical construction of the Greek in verse 9 allows the phrase "if you 
confess” to be understood in light of the possibility of certain condi- 
tions being in a state of fulfillment as in, for example, "should it be the 
case..." So the word, as spoken by the "nghteousness based on faith” 
is, "should it be the case that you confess (avow, acknowledge, agree, 
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contend) with your lips that Jesus ts Lord, and believe in your heast 
that God raised him from the dead, you will be saved." The thought 
here is not focused on whether or not Jesus was in fact cased from the 
dead, but upon the Raistg Power (God) which affected the resur- 
rection. Such a realization is not and cannot be the result of human en- 
deavor or an exercise in deductive reasoning. Such realizahon can only 
be possible through a faith that is given by God (Eph. 2:8). That is 
why we cannot understand this verse to indicate the need based upon 
a human d@ecision (which is fallible), to conform to a salvation formula 
of confession plus belief: This is strict legalism. 

In summary, let us consider that the "faith which we preach" is 
a "righteousness" that is based on a faith which the believer is necessary 
in possession of to enable him to assert that Jesus is Lord (answering 
the question conceming "who will bing Christ down?") and that God 
raised him from the dead (answering the question concerning "who will 
bnng Christ up from the dead?"). Thus our blessed assurance is not 
founded upon what we do but upon the righteousness of God revealed 
from faith to faith; as it is written, The just shall live by faith” (Rom 
1:17). 

1100 Lamar Street, Sweetwater, Texas 79556 





"We are not made righteous by good works, but in so far as we are righ- 
teous we perform good works." - Mastin Lather 


Subsciption Note: Please note the expiration date adjacent to your 
name on the address label. If it says, for tnstance, 10/93, 1t means you 
are 2 years in arrears. Please renew. - Editor 


DEATH - Continued from page 202 


here we leave the edge of infimty and leap nght into the middle of it. 
Some will deny that these things have to be assumed; but no- 

where does the scriptures teach that the spint of man will ever evust 

without the body, even after physical death. Crawford comments: 


207 


Anstotelian-Thomastc teaching is that soul "informs" body, or 
Vice versa, that body is “informed” by soul ("inform” meaning to 
give form to, that is, to put a thing in its proper class); hence that 
the two are separable, because body needs soul and soul needs 
body, for auihually complementary ends. The same thing may be 
said af “spirit”, as used in scrniphoe, it seems always to be repre- 
sented as being associated with, or identical with, a rarefied form of 
"maties." .. All this boils down to the fact that, with reference to 
man, neither soul nor spirit, in Biblical teaching is bodjlessnsss: 
the notion of "disembodied spirits” is a distinctive feahue af Onen- 
tal mysticisms. According to scripture teaching, God alone is Pure 
Spirit John 4:24).’ 


Ifthe matter of bodiless spirits is to be settled by the amount of 
scriptural evidence, then we will have to side with the idea that man has 
continuous possession of “body”. Consider these examples in scripture. 


Enoch was “translated” and continued his walk with God in 
the body (Ger 5:24). Moses died and was interned by God Hinself 
(Deut. 34:5,6), yet he appeared in the body (Mat. 17:1-6). Elijah was 
taken up before the eyes of Elisha (II Kings 2:11), but he appeared in 
the body with Jesus and Moses on the Mount of transfigurafion. Both 
Lazaruth and the Rich Man appeared in the body (Luke 16:19-31). 
On the advent of the New Age, many graves in Jerusalem were opened 
and many of those dead bodies arose and walked about in the body 
(Mat 27:52,53). Jesus "led captivity captive” as they ascended into 
heaven (Eph 4:8). John saw _souls under the altar (Rev. 6:9). (Only 
spirits with bodies can be seen.) (A Spirit by itself is invisible). And Je- 
sus the greatest example of all was resurected as "flesh and bone” 
(Luke 34:40. 

Porter in “Human Intellect" wnites: 


That the soul begins to exist as a vital force does not re- 
quire that mt should always east as such a force 1n connstica with 
a matenal body. Should it ceqpunre anther such body, it may have 
the power to create it for self as it has formed the one is fist in- 
habited; or it may have already formed it, and may hold it ready for 





: C. C. Crawford, Genesis, Vol. 1 (College Press) 434, 35 
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occupation as soon as it sloughs off the one which connects it with 
the earth.’ 


Before dismissing the latter suggestion as unthinkable, consid- 
er Paul's remarks where he seems to introduce this very thought. 


For we know that if the earthly tent (body, rik) we live in is de- 
suvyed we have a building (body, rik) from God, a house (body, 
tik) not made with hands, eternal in the heavens Here uxdeed we 


gyoan and long to pat on our heavenly dwelling (body, rik), so that 
by pulling it (body, rik) on we may not be found naked. For while 
we are still in this tent (body, rik) we sigh with anxiety, not that we 
would be unclothed (bodiless, rik) but that we would be further 
clothed, so that what is mortal may be swallowed by by life. He 
who has prepared us for this very thing is God, who has given us 


the Spirit as a guarantee.‘ 


Note espeaally that when this earthly tent (body) is destroyed, 
"we have a building (body) from God... eternal in the heavens. Craw- 
ford says, "Strictly spealang, the word ‘etemnal' means a begunning but 
no ending'." (Ibid., p. 440). Therefore, if we have a body which is 
“eternal” in the heavens, the idea presented by Porter may not be too 
far off course. Crawford goes on to say concerning the transfer from 
physical (corruptible) body to the spintual (incorruptible) body: 


To try to dafermine whether this tansrmithon takes place im- 
Mediately at death, or following an “intermediate state” at the gen- 
eral Resurecnon (Matt 11:21-24, 12:38-42), is, of cogse 
unjustified, preasTypiuous, and fistile; it is vainly trying to umerpose 
man's Mgaamement of time into the realm of God's timelessness; 
and all such matters are best left to the dispostion of the Sovereign 
of the Universe.’ 


The fact that God does not count time as we do, that "with the 
Lord one day is as a thousand years..." should cause us to proceed cau- 
tiously when we speak of death and the hereafter. All the confusion 
which exists in thts and other areas of the afterlife 1s due to the inability 


; Ibid. p. 39 
7 II Corinthians 5:!-5 
Ibid., p. 440 
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to think in timeless terms. We simply cannot unagpne a realm in which 
time is nonewstent, or how that God can live in the eternal today, and 
holding the whole course of tmman history before him in one instant. 
Mantian had this observaDon: 


All this means - and let us mark this we)l in our aninds - that God 
has the ennre course of time Physically presert in His eternal In- 
stant and that He established all things from all eternity ... that 
eternity 10 which all the instants of the life of a man, the last as well 


as the first. are presem together.” 


If God holds the total history of creation before him, then he 
sees his saints in their final state, now. The saved who leave this 
created life through physical death move into the eternal realm where 
God is omnipresent. Paul had the desire to be out of the body and be 
with Chnist (Phil. 1:23). He knew nothing about a "realm of departed 
spirits." True, there was a Hadean world before "life" became a reality 
in Chnst, but "In saying, ‘He ascended," what does it mean but that he 
had also descended into the lower parts of the earth? He who de- 
scended is he who ascended far above all the heavens..." (Eph. 4:9- 10). 
At his death, Jesus descended into the Hadean world and broke the 
bond of death. In his great escape he took with him a "host of capti- 
ves" when he ascended "far above the heavens.” All the redeemed as- 
cend to be with Christ as His captives ("slaves", Rom. 6:22), just as 
Moses and Elijah, and just as Paul who had already been there (ff Cor. 
12:2-4), 


The Holy Spirit now dwells in those who are sanctified (Rom. 
8:9) as a guarantee of our resurrecton (LI Cor. 5:5). Consider this: If 
the Holy Spirit dwells in us now, and if the spints of the departed saints 
wing their way into some nether region at the point of death, where 
does the Holy Spirit go? Does the Spirit go with the saint into the Ha- 
dean world, or does he retum to heaven? If the Spirit retums to God 
tO await further instuctions at the resurrecton, then what is the 


: Jacques Mantian, God and the Permission of Evil (trans. by 
Evans. Bruce, Milwaukee). 79, 106 
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sientficance of His present indwelling, and how ts the "guarantee" af- 
firmed in the departed spirit? If the answer is that He will retum at 
some later hme to resurTect the body, then we must ask how that "later 
time” can be harmonized with a "timelessness" realm? 

The Bible of course does not teach such a concept of death, 
nor of the Holy Spirit ever leaving the redeemed alone in a Hadean 
world. Such a thought is not very pleasant. Paul said, “If the Spirit of 
him who raised Jesus from the dead dwells in you, he who caised 
Christ Jesus from the dead will give life to your mortal bodies through 
His Spirit which dwells in you" (Rom. 8:11). There is no interim per!- 
od mentioned here or elsewhere in scripture, for ".. just as it 1s ap- 
pointed for men to die once, and after that comes judgment" (Heb. 
9:27). Still the pivotal question is "when" will the Spint "give life to 
your mortal bodies"? But even the question raises the issue of "te" 
and without it we have no point of reference from which to answer. 


Paul's passage to the Romans is edence that he who dies “in 
the Lord" has the means of his resuirection dwelling within him, which 
is the Holy Spirit. Therefore, it is unnecessary for God to send forth 
some external power to affect our resurrection. The power is intemal, 
just as it was in Jesuus. To suggest that there 1s a wating period after 
physical death (which Paul refers to as puting off the corruptible body) 
is to suggest that God dwells within “tme" and is "waiting" for the 
proper time to cal] the dead to life. But if God “ihabits eternity” (Isa. 
57:15), and eternity extends from iwfinity to unfinrty, then it can only 
mean that God dwells throughout the whole course of etemrty simulta- 
neously, and at a tme when all history has transpired and stands before 
him in one great panoramic display. Such a thought overwhelms the 
unagination. For this reason God communicates to manland anthropo- 
centnically, that is, God presumes to have the same values and expen- 
ences as man, even though his "thoughts are not our thoughts.” 
Therefore, he speaks to us through scnpture in the "future" sense or in 
a time frame so as to give us a point of reference because we cannot 
giasp the infintte. But God has given us the examples already cited and 
1 believe that in doing so He has given us a glimpse into the eternal 
Tealin. = 
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Biblically Speaking 
Where the Scriptures Speak, We Speak 
An Histoncal Investigation and Interpretation 


By Dallas Burdette Part 10 Drvision 3 


Dimsion in Campbell's day, as well as ours, proliferated when 
Chnstans sought to bind their inferences and deductions upon other 
Chnstans. Salvation was made contingent upon absolute perfection in 
knowledge. Campbell sought to point out that all-out perfection in un- 
derstanding of divine Scripture is not prerequisite to salvation. No one 
possesses complete insight of Holy Scripture. Within the Chnsnan 
community, one observes infants, children, young men, and fathers. In 
other words, everyone within the kingdom possesses various levels of 
knowledge at any given time. Knowledge is a growth process. Tho- 
mas Campbell grasped the significance of mental levels within the king- 
dom when he penned Article Seven. 

That althoxgh doctrinal exhibitions of the great system of Divine 
truths, and defensive tesimonies in opposition to prevailing e1r01s, 
be highty expedient, and the more full and expiiat they be for those 
purposes, the better; yet, as these nist be in a great menarre the ef- 
fect of human reasoning, and of camse must contain many inferen- 
tial ouths, they ought not to be made terms of Chnstian 
communion’ unless we Sippose, what is contrary to fact, that none 
have a tight to the communion of the Church, but such as possess a 
very Clear and decisive judgment, or are come to a very high de- 
gree of doctnnal information; whereas the Church from the begin- 
ning did, and ever will, consist of little children and young mean, 
as well as fathers,’ 

“Men have foolishly attempted to make the deductions of 
some great minds the common measure of all Chnstans,” wrote 
Alexander Campbell.* Again, Alexander makes the following succinct 


: Ibid., 110,111. 
: Alexander Campbell, "Millennium. -- NO. 01," Millennial 
Harbinger, vol 1, no. 4 (Bethany, VA., Editor, 1830; reprint, Joplin, Mo: 
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statement about his own practice toward those who do not possess the 
same opinion as his: "I never did, at any time, exclude a man from the 
kingdom of God for a mere imbecilty (urationality, DB] of intellect; 
or, in other words, because he could not assent to our opinions. All 
sects are doing this, or have done this."” Both father and son under- 
stood that the “grandeur, sublimity, and beanty of the foundation of 
hope, and of ecclesiastical or social union, established by the author 
and founder of Chnstanity, consisted in this, that THE BELIEF OF 
ONE FACT, and that ion the best evidence in the world, is all that 
is requisite, as far as faith goes, to Salvation. The belief of this ONE 
FACT, and submission to ONE INSTITUTION expressive of it, is 
all that is required of Heaven to admission into the church.""° 

John Locke aptly stresses that “Nobody 1s obliged...to yield 
obedience unto the admonitions or injunctions of another, farther than 
he himself is persuaded.""’ It appears that Locke was Gamiliar with the apostle 
Paul's writing to the Romans. For example, one cannot help but reflect upon Paui's 
admonition to the church when confroversy erupted over doctrinal issues that did not 
undermine the ONE FOUNDATION of Chnstanity. He writes, "One person ¢s- 
teems fone] dav above another, anothey esteems every day [alike}. Let each be fully 
convinced in his gwn mind" (Romans 14:5). One cannot submit to the belief 
of another without convicton in his or her own mind; otherwise, one's 
faith is not in the Word of God, but man. Once more, Paul nails the 
coffin shut on this issue when he writes: "But he who doubts is condemned if 
he eats, because [he] [does] not [eat] from faith; for whatever [is] not from faith is 
sin (Romans 14:23). Paul questions the believers in Rome who wish to 
make ther conclusions the means of “night standing” before God. 
Some were mistaken about meats, others were correct. But right or 
wrong was not the issue. The issue was unity. Paul poses the follow- 
ing question and then answers: “Who are you to judge anothe's servaru? To 
his own master he stands or falis. Indeed, he will be made to stand, for God is able to 


College Press, 1987), 145 (page reference to reprint edition). 

2 Ibid., 146. 

- Alexander Campbell, "The Foundation of Hope and of Christian 
Union," 2ke Christian Baptst, vol. 1, no. 9, April 5, 1824 (Buffaloe, 
Brooke County, VA.: Editor, 1827; reprint, Tennessee: Gospel Advocate. 
1955), 177 (page reference to reprint edition). 

E John Locke, A Letter Concerning Toleration, 57, 


213 


make him stand” (Romans |4:4a). Locke comments: “...yet 1f 1 be not thor- 
oughly persuaded thereof in my own mind, there will be no safety for 
me in following it. No way whatsoever that I shall walk in against the 
dictates of my conscience, will ever bring me to the mansions of the 
blessed....Faith only, and inward sincerfty, are the things that procure 
acceptance with God."!” 

In harmony with Holy Scripture, John Locke, Thomas and 
Alexander Campbell set forth the teachings ‘about "unity in diversity" as 
enunciated by the Holy Spint. Alexander Campbell, for instance, in the 
following quote, sets forth the views advocated by his father in the 
Declaration and Address: 

So long as unity of opinion was regarded as a proper basis of reli- 
gious union. so long have mariand been distracted by the muilti- 
plicity and vasiety of opinions To estsblish what ts called a syMera 
of orthodox opinions as the bond of union was, in fact, offering a 
premium for new diversties in opinion, and was increasing, ad in- 
jinitum, opinions, sects, and divisions. And what was worse than 
all, it was establishing self-love and pnde as religious principles, as 
fundamental to salvation, for a jove regulated by similarity af opin- 
ion, 1s only a love to one’s own opinion; and all the zeal exhibded 
in the defense of it, is but the pride of opinion.” 

The amount of time and space taken here to compare John 
Locke and Thomas Campbell, although considerable, ts easily yusnf- 
able. The issties in Locke's day as well as Campbell's day encapsulate 
the warp and woof of the continuing controversy as it has come down 
to Christians within the Churches of Chnst, the Chnstan Churches, 
and the Disciples of Christ. Once more, one should tum to Locke for 
another insig}itful note on how to maintain unity within the true church. 

But since men are so solicitous about the true church, I would 
only ask them here by the way, if it be not more agreeable to the 
church of Christ to make the condiuons of her communion oon- 
sist in such things, and such things only, as the Holy Spirit has in 
the holy Scnptures declared in express words, to be necessary to 
saivation? I ask, I say, whether this be not more agyeeable to the 
church of Ciinst, than for men to impose their own invertions 
and interpretations upon others, as if they were of divine authority, 


12 John Locke, A Letter Concerning Toleration, 40,41. 
* Alexander Campbell, "The Foundation of Hope, and of Chrisitan 
Union, " The Christian Baptist, Ibid., 176. 
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and to establish by ecclesiastical laws, as absolutely necessary to the 
profession of Chnstansty such things as the holy Scriptures do ei- 
ther not mention, or at least nok expressly command? Whosoever 
requires those things in order to ecclenasfical communion, which 
Christ does not require in order to life etemal, he may perhaps in- 
deed coashfifie a society accommodated to his own opimon, and 
his own advantage; but how that can be called the church of 
Cuanst, which is established upon jaws that are not his, and which 
excludes such persons from its cammmmuion as he will one day re- 
Ceive into the kingdom of heaven, I understand not.'* 


From the above quote, one can also recogmze Thomas and 
Alexander Campbelj. All three men advocated unrty based upon ac- 
ceptance of Jesus Christ as Lord in one's life, not correct intellectual 
understanding. Locke further wntes about the postulafion of one's 
own views as THE TRUTH: "For every church is orthodox to itself; 
to others, erroneous or heretical. Whatsoever any church believes, it 
believes to be true; and the contrary thereunto it pronounces to be er- 
ror." Division always comes when men seek to impose their views 


upon others. History repeats itself, repeats itself, repeats itself. 


In the 1600s men imposed their views upon others, thus, per- 
secuftions and divisions proliferated; in the 1800s individuals dictated 
their explanations upon others, and, as a result, Chnstians refused com- 
munion with other believers; in the 1900s, the war conhimes — the 
same scenano is reenacted by many well meaning believers, and, once 


4 John Locke, 4 Letter Concerning Toleration, 24,25. The bold 
lettering is mine (Dallas Burdette). 

- Even though one may be in error, one must remember 
that all error will not condemn one's sou), else no one could be 
saved. On the other hand, even though all truth is true, yet all 
truth is not essential to salvation, else no one could be saved. 
God has never made absolute freedom from error in intellect a 
condition of salvation, nor has He made possesstion of absolute 
truth essential to eternal life. If He had, no one could be saved. 
What does matter is that one love God (See 1 Corinthians 
chapter 8). 
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moze, Chnshans can hardly speak to oner another. Alexander Campbeli cap- 

ures the essence of the problem for all tme when he wnttes: 
The New Testament was not designed to occupy the same place in 
(heological semunaries that the carcasses of malefactors are con- 
demmed to ccapy in medical halls — first doomed to the pbbet, 
and then to the dissecting knife of the spinal anatomist. Chns- 
tianity consist wfimtely moze in good works than in sound 
opinions. ° 
But men cannct give up their opinions, and, therefore, they never 
Can \mte, says one. We do not ask them to pive up their opinions:- 
-we ask them only not to impose them upon other. Let them hold 
their opinion; but let them hold them as private property. the faith 
is public Propany, Opumons are, and always have been, private. 

1 


property. 

John Locke, Thomas Campbell and his son Alexander fie- 
quently employed the expression, "Expressly stated," or closely 
worded phrases. But none meant that one had to give "book, chapter, 
and verse" for every belief or practce in the Christan community. In 
other words, none of the above advocated the concept of so-called 
"pattem theology” so prevalent today. (To be continued) 

P.O. Box 10284, MacROTEN Alabama 36120 
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CHICKENS, TURKEYS, AND 


THANKSGIVING 
By Harold Key 


Tm wring this one month before "Thanksgiving Day." A lot 
of things have changed—some good, some bad—but, my, how they've 
changed since I was a boy growing up in Town Creek, Alabama in the 
Depression era. 
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Alexander Campbell, "The Foundation of Hope and of Christian 
Union, " Zhe Christian Baptist, (Buffaloe, Brooke County, VA, 1827, 
reprint, Tennessee: Gospe] Advocate, 1955), 178 (page reference to reprint 
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By the standards of today, we were poor— "dirt poor," an em- 
cee said at a recent golden circle college alumni gathering about us 
"three Key boys." But, according to many contemporary authorities in 
psychology and sociology, we were disadvantaged and depnved, and 
therefore should likely be justified had we been irresponsible. 

That was a time when our essentially rural community waited 
until after Halloween to even think about staring the Chnstnas com- 
meraalisn Actually, commercialism toward Chnstmas really was 
mimmal even during December because few people had the means to 
buy all the necessties. And Halloween was no big deal because we 
hadn't been introduced back then to kiddie-extortion known as "Trick 
or Treatng." But there was one holiday back then that was altogether 
non-commercial. Nobody divided over it or tried to outlaw it. Public 
school teachers as well as Sunday school teachers in our communities 
of North Alabama. They certainly didn't get paid to teach Sunday 
school. And they got precious little pay for teaching in public schools. 

That holiday was "Thanksgjving." And, believe it or not, the 
emphasis was not upon football. It was not even on self-indulgence. 
The day was really focused upon our being thank (as an essentially 
agricultural people) to our Provider God for His faithfulness in meeting 
our basic needs either directly from the land in proportion to our ef- 
forts, or through the thoughtful compassion of His people. We were 
taught to appreciate the freedom of a nation whose history encouraged 
both individual effort by, and individual compassion to, all the members 
of one's community. 

That was one holiday min our town completely free from reli- 
gious sectananism We might, and did, respectfully disagree on some 
other things (like baptisrn), but we all agreed on the obligation to be 
grateful to God. 

Even though in school we drew and colored pictures of tur- 
keys (and Pilgrims and Indians), I never knew of any family actually 
having a turkey to eat on Thanksgiving Day. But, like most families 
there, we always had roast chicken as a treat and gave thanks to God 
for our "many blessings." 

As I said, things have certainly changed since those unsophist- 
cated times. Our society is now urban rather than agriaulturd. Just 


217 


about all we see today is processed or man-made since few people di- 
rectly and consciously cooperate with God in producing what they 
consume. Not only does our food come in processed form from the 
supermarket, but our trees, shrubs and flowers are bought in pots at 
the nursery. And if they don't survive, we just go back for replacement 
of them, as we go to other human sources for food, clothing and enter- 
tainment. 

Since our viewpoint is horizontal in everything, God ts not 
only unseen, but politically incorrect. Orgamzations fight fervently to 
exclude any recognition of responsibility to a moral, much less a divine, 
absolute. No God; no need for grattude. No thanksgiving. What 
turkeys! 

However, the church of today has not been immune to this 
non-vertical view of manland. The deadly growth of legalism by ne- 
cessity undercuts the grounds of grahtude. Who can be thankful 
(except in empty words) to a God who demands uncompromising 
obedience to a legal plan? But in our reaction to legalism, grace is in 
grave danger of being buried under anti-legalism. And that tends to be 
nothing other than self-indulgence. 

Grace (in the New Testament gospel sense) 1s God's response 
in Jesus Christ to our recognition of our helplessness 1n dealing with sin 
in the world and in ourselves. Grace 1s God's life-changing power 
which comes to us only through the crucified and risen Son. Chnst 
died not so that we might not die. Jesus died as the Son of Man pre- 
cisely so that we might die with him in order to be raised in the power 
of the Holy Spirit to live with him and for him. Incarnated is us, the 
word of God ts lived out in the world for the worid. 


Hedonism in the church ts even more obscene than tt 1s in the 
world. The cross has become mainly a mere religious omament, not 
an wistrument by which saints really die to the carnal, the selfish When 
we wear it as a pretty symbol of professed piety rather than a deadly 
serious pledge of self-suurrender to the One who died there, we commit 
nothing less than sacnlege. And the world blasphemes that Holy name 
by which we are to be called. A much more appropriate symbol of that 
kind of Chnstianity would be chicken! 


218 


Where is the preacher today who refuses to first wet his fore- 
finger and hift it up to see which way the wind of his peers is blowing? 
Who today, like John the Baptist, will preach the full demands of the 
law no matter if that condemns us all? Where is the person today who 
stands adamantly, like the Apostle Paul, against righteousness by any 
codified law, but only by such faith in Jesus Christ which surrenders the 
entire self to Irving daily as a slave to him? Who preaches against half- 
heartedness without first checking to see if important people would be 
offended? 

Are you still certain of your grounds for thanksgiving in this 
post-Chnshan age? Do you truly praise God fiom who all blessings 
flow? Does your grattude swell because you should know Whom you 
have believed and you are fiilly persuaded that He is able to keep that 
which He has committed to you {and that which you have committed 
to Him) against that Day? 

4026 Coapites, Pasadena, Texas 77504 


TT Tr TT TT YF oa 
Concerning Saith - Martin Luther 


"It 1s a quick, mighty thing this faith; so it is impossible but that 
it should do all good things without intermission. It does not ask 
whether good works are to be done, but before the question can be 
asked it does them, and is always doing them. He who does not these 
good works 1s a man without faith; he is looking about him for Gath 
and good works, but knows neither the one nor the other — all his 
words about them are idle babbling. Faith is a living confidence in the 
grace of God, so confident that it would die a thousand deaths in re- 
hance on it. And this confidence and knowledge of the grace of God 
makes the heart merry and alert toward God and all his creatures. 
Hence man is free without force to do what is right, to serve every one, 
hear all suffenngs, out of love to God, and in his Praise who hath 
shown hun such grace, yea, it is impassible to separate works from 
Jaith, as impossible as to separatre burning and shuring from fire." 

- Preface to Romans - 
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"HER CHILDREN WILL RISE UP 
AND CALL HER BLESSED" 


A LETTER FROM DR. NORMAN L. PARKS 


Dear Brother Kalpatnick: 

I have just read your article "Soul, Death, and Etemity”. I have had 
to face this queshon personally, for on August 2, I lost my wonderful wife, 
Ella Rae. I did not stuggje through the mtncacies depicted in your article. 
We were married 65 years m joyous happuxess. without a word of disagree~- 
ment and with the expenence that God attervenes in the lives of his sams who 
submit to Him. We expenenced His atterventons. 

Now that her body hes entambed m my family cemetery, I console 
myself with the canvicton she is m God's care and will came with Jesus where 
she will enter her resurrect body and share a perfect world. My bope is that 
I wi) rejoin her to share thas marvelous expenence. 

I met her at age 17 when I went to Cordel, OK to teach in the college 
there. | fell msvantly m love with her. She was beautiful. She wore a sme all 
of her life. She had a wonderful smgng voice. [ felt that I could read m her 
Open coamitenance all the frurts of the spirit, sweeping thr u highschool m three 
yeas, completing college with all A's, holding positions of respansibility.... 

I must confess her loss leaves me at 91 less than half'a man. She loy- 
ally supported my efforts to influence the church to abandan its Jeyalism and to 
live utfimately with God and accept His grace. She was a marvelously beaui- 
ful woman cemunmg her erect figure, dark curly hair, and shapely body unt] 
the end - 404 Minerva Dr., Murfreesboro, TN 37130 


ae ee, ee ae ee eee Ge ee ee ee i ee ee 


I can attest to all that Bro. Parks says concemmng his wife. She was 
indeed a Sarab of our time. Dallas Burdette and I had the privilege of visting 
them on our way back from an Ohio Restoration Forum several yeais ago and 
we were trerendausty mmpressed with her calm and samtly demeanor. (We 
were disappomited though in that she didn't order her servants to "kill the fated 

calf") We had the privilege of mesfing them later at a Truth & Freedom Fo- 
rum m Chatansoga. 

The afhuence of their Godly lives has surely made an impact on the 
direction of the church in its quest to shed its legalistc image. We extend our 
heartfelt sympathy to Bro. Parks mn his great loss. - Editor. 
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|_THE UNITY OF THE FAITH | 


By Robert Hach 


"For I handed on to you as of first importance what I, in turn, 
received: that Christ died for our sins in accordance with the scriptures, 
and that he was buried, and that he was raised on the third day in ac- 
cordance with the scriptures, and that he appeared ... so we proclaim 
and so you believed" (I Cor. 15:3; 6,11). 

While we would argue that these apostolic claims are the only 
matters of importance to the Chnstan farth, the farther believers get 
away fiom that which is "of first importance," the farther they seem to 
get fiom any semblance of urnty among themselves and other believers. 
Based on Paul's language, the faith can be summanzed in terms of 
three claims: 

First, that Jesus is the "Chnst" of whom Paul wrote, that is, the 
"Messiah" (equivalent in Hebrew to "Christ"), literally, the "Anomted 
One": the one whom God anointed to rule the kingdom of God. The 
title “Messiah" and the titles "Son of God," "Son of Man," and "Lord" 
all sgynfy the exalted position of authonty that Jesus occupies "at the 
nght hand of God" (compare Mt. 16:16; Dan.7:13-14; Acts 2:32-36). 

Second, that Jesus "died for our sins." In historical terns, he 
was ciucified as a lawbreaker under both Jewish and Roman laws. In 
theological terms, he died as the cepresentafive of tumamntty, having 
"redeemed us fiom the curse of the law" (Gal.3: 10,13). 

Third, that Jesus "was raised" fiom the dead by God. The 
tomb in which he was buried was found empty by his disciples, and he 
appeged to his disciples on numerous occagons following his resur- 
rection. The apostles’ eyewitness testrmony to Jesus’ resection serves 
as the evidence for his Messahship and all that it entails (Acts 3:14 15, 
5:30,32; 10:36, 43). 

These three claims seem to be essenhal to the Chnshan fath 
and, therefore, to "the umty of the faith" (Eph.4:13). To disbelieve any 
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of these claims would be to deny the faith itself and, thus, to separate 
oneself from the community of faith. 


On the other hand, matters about which Chnstans disagyee 
are, at best, contrashng theories about what these three claims are un- 
derstood, in scriptural terms, to mean. At worst, disputes arise over 1s- 
sues that have no relation to the central claims of the fath and, 
therefore, no precedent in scripture. In either case, beliefS regarding 
these matters are theories in that they are matters of interpretation, as 
Opposed to unequivocal statements of scripture. As such, any particu- 
lar theory cannot validly be bound on a believer as being essenhal to 
the faith itself When theories are imposed as doctnna requirements, 
disunity inevitably results. 


I have arrived at certain “unorthodox” beliefs in the process of 
seeking God and searching the scriptures: 


That God "is one" (Mk.12:29) Person (synorrymous, in plain 
language, with "Being") rather than "three Persons in one Bemg" (no 
scriptural reference), 

That Jesus is "the Chnst, the Son of the ining God" 
(Mt. 16:16), but no "God the Son, the second Person of the Godhead" 


That God's Spirit is God's "breath" (literal meaning of "pneu- 
ma," typically translated "spint"), with which he inspired the prophets 
and apostles to reveal his truth and with which he empowers those 
who believe "the truth of the gospel" (Gal.2:14) to confess it with their 
words and deeds, but not "God the Spirit, the third Person of the God- 
head". ‘That to die is, literally, to "pensh" (Lk 13:3,5) until the resur- 
rection of the dead and the day of judgment, rather than to "go to 
heaven" or "hell" as a disembodied soul. 


That to die "the second death" (Rev.20: 14) is, literally, to “per- 
ish" forever (Jn.3:16) in the same flames that will destroy "the heavens 
and earth that ... have been stored up for fire, being kept until the day 
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of judgment and destruction of ungodly men" (II Pet.3:7), rather than 
to suffer “unending conscious tonnent" in "hell" (literally, "Gehenna," 
an actual place outside of first century Jerusalem, the name of which is 
used, I believe, as a metaphor for the destruction of the earth by fire on 
the day of judgment). 

That the kingdom of God is "new heavens and a new earth" 
(I Pet.3:13), wivch will arrive at the second coming of Chnist, rather 
than "the Church” ("nondenomnnafional” or otherwise) or "heaven" 
(the "kingdom of heaven" being synonymous with "the kingdom of 
God" [Mt.19:23_24], which came tmisibly in the person and work of 
Jesus (Lk.11:20] and will come visibly when he comes again 
[Mt.6:10}. 

Most believers, whether within or outside the restoration tradi- 
tion, are not aware, as I was not for most of my life, that these alterna- 
tive understandings of scripture are even available to believers. The 
theones of Tnnitanans and the immortality of the soul have generally 
been presented by Catholic, Protestant, and Restoration Chnshanity as 
the only possibilities for faith, as absolute truth, though neither are 
spelled out in scripture, and the above-mentoned altcmafive have their 
own traditions in the history of conservative biblical scholarship. More- 
over, because of the darkness imposed on these and other "unorth- 
odox" views, many believers who encounter them tend to view them 
as departures from the faith rather than an altemnaftve set of theories. 

I am persuaded that my present interpretations of scripture in 
regard to these matters are probably correct, but I do not view them as 
absolute truths nor do I expect others to agree with me. (God may be 
three Persons and the soul immortal after all.) Whether or not these be- 
liefs, being freely expressed, make me unacceptable to some believers 
says more, I think, about their fath than it does about mnne. In any 
case, I think that, more than with what we believe about most matters, 
God is concemed, first, that our beliefs are the product of our own un- 
derstanding and persuasion regarding the scriptures and, second, that 
our beliefs have, in tum, persuaded us to behave as if that winch is "of 
first importance" were indeed true. 

177 NE 109 ST, Maam, FL 33161 
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ASIDE LINES 


By Cecil Hook 


For my four years as a "ministerial student” in Abilene Cans- 
tian College, I had no Bible of my own for I had no money to buy one. 
My sister, Emily, lent me her King James Version Bible. And I man- 
aged to buy a pocket-sized American Standard Verson New 
Testament. 

Do I believe that the Bible 1s the Word of God? No. It con- 
tains all the revealed Word of God, but it also is a record of the words 
of many men, both good and evil, and of Satan. 

In explaimng that "when you come together, each one has a 
hymn,” I doubt if Paul was including monotones and the deaf: They 
cannot sing. If the tone-deaf gain by mouthing the words monoto- 
nously and the deaf are uplifted by signing the words, that is fine. But 
if they do this supposedly to fulfil a command to sing, they have been 
misdirected. 

I am stll puzzled about the virgin birth of Jesus being a sign. 
A sign is something that can be seen. Was Mary's conduct observed at 
all times to see that she remained a virgin? Was she exammed visually 
to make determination? Inspired writers tell us she was a virgin by rev- 
elation. So, It seems to me, it was a revelation instead of a sign that 
our beliefs based upon. 

In our forty-eight years together, Lea and I have owned only 
one new automobile—a 1947 Plymouth whose monthly payments left 
us little on which to survive. 

One of our elders taught a class which I attended. He stated 
that he did not condemn other people for their use of insthumental ac- 
companiment in singing. Though I felt the same way, f offered no 
comment. At the elders' meeting the next night, another elder really 
got on my case because I did not correct the first elder. 

Some of the songs we sing in our assemblies are bucolic in na- 
ture. You consider that as a derogatory remark, don't you? It is 
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Strange how we attach meanings because of the sound of a word. Bu- 
colic simply means pastoral, relapng to shepherds or herdsmen 

When I mail up to about eight books, I use padded mailers. 
Upwards to twenty or more are boxed for mailing. When packaging a 
number between those figures, I encase them in cardboard retnieved 
from the durnpsters and wrap them in paper. In wrapping those 
bundles, I have used over a mile of paper. And my wrapping space ts 
less than half the size of a card table. 

A pastor of the United Church of Christ in Zambia became a 
bit too enthustastc in praise of my writings in declaring, "One can easi- 
ly mstake your books for a Bible"! 

You probably do not understand the story of Joseph in Gene- 
sis if you have not read "Divine Providence: Joseph” in Sermons, by J. 
W. McGarvey. The lesson was delivered in 1893. 

Are assemblies necessary? Not to fulfil a legal requirement. 
Yet, God's people are an interactive, supportive community whose 
love draws them together in body life. God knows we need each oth- 
er. To associate only when the group pleases me can be selfish and a 
display of impatience with God's family. 

Yesterday I dropped in on a big used book sale at our Civic 
Center. As I browsed, a strange feeling came over me when I saw two 
of my own books there. I did not buy them! (Maybe the Lord had 
them there for some special person.) 

When they are winning, I like to watch the Dallas Cowboys 
"play" a "game" of football. But those two words lose their mearmng, 
Since they are paid professionals, it is a job that they perform. They 
work an assignment called football. What about the professional min- 
ister, paid to serve the Lord? Ouch! 


Mrang legalism and worship, we made gying money a neces- 
sary act of worship. The money given is for the work of the Lord, 
supposedly. With that money we hire a man to do the work of the 
Lord. But the paid worker has to give gerterously out of his income in 
order to worship and to help support someone to do the work of the 
Lord. Did I miss something there? 
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I fear that my image was not enhanced by the grandmother 
who would bring her grandchildren to the assembly. When they even 
looked like they might eusbehave, she would wam, “You had better 
watch out; that preacher will git you!" 


In 1949 I preached in an evangelistic effort under a tent at 
Starks, in Calcasie Parish, Louisiana. It was a good location at the 
edge of the small town. The closest building was two blocks or more 
down the street. A honkey-tonk. No problem. Except that they had a 
loudspeaker outside. My listeners had mood music. Over, and over, 
and over, the juke box blared the raucous, aurently popular, "Why 
Don't You Hari) Off and Love Me One More Time?"! 

Maybe you wonder with me as to why God would choose for 
us to be immersed in water. In many circumstances, there is scarcity of 
it, not only in arid regions, but in northern areas with their long, frigid 
winters. Storage of heated water in bapistnes 1s very modern 


You asked about my radio sngmg career, didn't you? It tegan 
as I sang one song with Grover and Thelma Ross and May Belle Self 
in Clovis, New Mexico in 1942. To the relief of all concerned, my ca- 
feer as a radio singer ended that same day! 


When a preacher or any other kind of salesman begins to try to 
manipulate me, my resistance stiffens. It is not their publinang their 
merchandise that offends; it is their studied method of exploiting the 
weaknesses of the umwary. They make us feel the need for every 
imaginable product. Look what we have let them do to Easter, Hal- 
loween, Thanksgjyving, and Chnstmas. 

Pntive man feared other peoples, disease, starvaton, the ele- 
ments, and superstitions. Modem cmilized man has advanced through 
learmng. He only fears other people (foreign and domestic), diseases 
of many sorts (including fears of his air, water, and food), starvation, 
the elements, and supersttons causing him to believe the psychics and 
horoscopes! 

10905 SW Mira Court, Tigard, Oregon 
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SIN IS NOT A FACTOR! 
(REBUTTAL) 


By Arnold Hardin 


The September issue of ENSIGN contained an article entitled, 
"NOT COUNTING MEN'S SIN'S AGAINST THEM," the author, 
brother G.R. Clark. Just:fication was well argued. The latter half rela- 
tive to sanctification astonishes me! I wrote to him aslang for further 
clarification. He has set forth his position in two letters. His position is 
clear and is unbiblical as clear. I thought I had read evety extreme 
position that any of can manufacture; but this one is dressed in a new 
garb relative to "once saved always saved." 

His premise is: "Sin is no longer a factor in our salvation or 
eternal life and if it is so in one's life then Chnst died for nothing as far 
as they are concerned." He desires to now why we are "preoccupied 
with sin"? Why do we pray "Father forgive us of our many sins?” 
Why do we teach against sin or why even worry about it? He says that 
in doing such we only increase the desire to sin He believes the blood 
of Christ cleanses not only from past sins, but all future sins without 
any condition attached! In his letters the following arguments emerge. 

1. "Trying to save one's self amounts to denying the power of 
Christ and it is a forn of blasphemy if not the act of blasphemy itself." 
He argues that if we are concemed about living a nghteous life, as the 
inspired text demands, that we are "living in the flesh trying to save 
ourselves." A sanctified, holy life becomes only a pipe dream and a 
sham! I asked him if we can habitually sin in violation of Rom. 
13:8-13? In reply he argues that when a sinner repents in becoming a 
child of God that such repentance is for all time and therefore we have 
no need of repenting of present violations of Gad's moral law. Aston- 
ishing indeed! 

2. This theory is based upon his erroneous concept of there 
being "no law in Chnst.” And, since Chnst is the end of the law, and 
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since sin is the breaking of the law, how can sin exst for those of us in 
Christ? Amazng how our minds can work! He uses Paul's arguments 
relative to law and our justification and by sheer mental magic applies 
those arguments to our being sanctified and holy in Christ. Hence the 
teaching of the apostles with respect to how we are to lrve means abso- 
tutely nothing, or else, we are trying to save ourselves "through the 
flesh”. 

3. 1 John 3:4,5, "in Him is no sin". He argues that John is 
saying that for those in Christ sin does not east! Throw out all John 
wrote about this matter of living holy and godly lives. I have pointed 
out to our brother that "wallang in the light" does not mean we do not 
sin. The opposite, according to John, is the truth. He says that John 
taught that "there is nothing in the light to make a man stumble”. That 
is ludicrous! If we could walk perfectly in the light as God 1s light then 
of course we would not stumble; but John knew better than that. Our 
brother says, "John says that the man in Christ CANNOT sin because 
God's seed remains in him." Verily our brother believes we camnot 
even commit a sin. I have heard others say they have reached the point 
wherein they never sin, but anyone making such false claims remind me 
of those teaching that bodily pain is just an allusion. 

Galahans teaches what we hoped might be tue. Freedom in 
Chnst! But not freedom to invent evil doctnnes that will destroy the 
souls of men. There are those that traverse our land telling people that 
they can divorce their mates, ask forgtveness of having done so, and 
then marry any one they choose. The furnaces of hell will be red hot 
for all who live in immorality having "tumed the gyace of God into 
lascrmousness”’. 

But now we have this evil teaching in a new garb! God's mor- 
al laws do not need to be obeyed for once we repented tnitially in be- 
coming God's children that inthal repentance covers all our wickedness 
throughout our sojourn here. I can hear the Devil laughing! Two of 
God's kids came before his other children clairmng they were giving the 
fw price of the land. How unlnd of God! He killed them on the 
spot! Simon was told to repent after having become a Chnstian. Paul 
confronted Peter who because of fear gave in to the legalists. What if 
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spot! Simon was told to repent after having become a Chnstian. Paul 
confronted Peter who because of fear gave in to the legalists. What if 
Peter had not repented and changed? Why did Paul write that if we sin 
willfully there rernains no more sacnfice for sin? Why all the warnings 
about those that will be in the lake of fire and bnmstone? Please my 
brethren do not for one moment entertain the thought that you can in- 
deed sin and it never be noticed from the balconies of heaven. 

1 John 1:9 "If we walk in the light". Our walk is conditional! 
"If we confess our sins, he is fafthful and nghteous to forgive our sins, 
and to cleanse us from all unmghteousness. If we say that we have not 
sinned, we make him a har, and his word is not in us." (1 John 1:9-10) 
A cmil war rages within each of us! The flesh and spirit each seeks to 
dominate! But thank God we have an advocate at God's right hand 
and his ear is always open to our cries for help and confiranng strength 
to overcome, thus we "come unto the throne of grace with boldness."! 

2722 McCutcheon, Dallas, Texas 75227 


Editor's Note: I requested that Brother George R. Clark respond to 
Amold Hardin's rebuttal (if he cared to do so) in the same (December) 
issue of the Ensign because this is the last month before the 1994/1995 
issues will be bound in Volume XXU/XXID - othermse the Response 
to the Reburtal would appear in a separate bound volume.. 


NOT COUNTING MEN'S SINS 


AGAINST THEM 
(RESPONSE TO REBUTTAL) 


By George R. Clark 


I have read SIV IS NOT A FACTOR!, by brother Amold Hardm 
which 1s his review of my asticle which appeared in ENSIGN (Sept. 
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justibcaton is a perpetuation of a belief that has been around for centu- 
ties, to be more exact since about 300 A.D, or around the time of in- 
stitunon of prayers to the virgin Mary. 

Chnist said, speakang of sin, "So if the Son sets you free, you 
will be free indeed" (John 8:36), but read from v. 31ff He also said, 
"For my yoke is easy and my burden is light" (Mat. 11:30). Why is it 
brother Hardin, that you and others of your persuason put such a 
heavy load on believers who have repented of their sins and been bap- 
tized into Christ? I believe your beliefS are so rooted in tradmon that 
you have neglected to study your Bible and that you have failed to 
grow in knowledge. Why do you cling to old traditions and beliefs that 
are flawed with grievous error? On October 19, 1995, in a local 
Church of Christ bulletin, on the front page, the preacher wrote 
"Sunday afternoon at the Price Danie] Unit (state prison) was a thnill- 
ing expenence to see five men put on Christ in baptism for the forgive- 
ness of all their past sins!" PAST SINS??? 

The way I see it "walking in the light" does not mean busting 
your buns to attain righteousness — your faith that Jesus Chnist is the 
Son of God makes you righteous before God. See Romans 4th chap- 
ter. See 1 John 2:10 to lear what "walking in the light" requires. It 
says "Whoever loves his brother lives in the light, and there is nothing 
in him to cause him to stumble.” If you know Christ you will do what 
1s right and John says "He who does what 1s nght 1s nghteous (1 John 
3:7). Not having your sins counted against you most certainly is not a 
license to go out and commit sin. As a matter of fact the stronger your 
faith becomes the less sin you will commuit and an emphatic NO I do 
not condone divorce. 


2nd Peter 3:15,16 "Bear in mind that our Lord's patience 
means salvation, just as our dear brother Paul also wrote you with the 
wisdom that God gave him. He wnites the same way in all his letters, 
spealang in them of these matters. His letters contain some things 
that are hard to undestand, which the ignorant and unstable distort, 
as they do other Scriptures, to their own distniction.” Paul wnites 
about the struggle with sin in Romans chapter 7. 


212 


The essence of the gospel is that Jesus Christ died that we 
might have forgiveness of sins, which forgrveness, sanchfies us before 
God. Our confession that Jesus is the Son of God makes us nghteous 
before God and our continuous faith in Christ keeps us righteous be- 
fore God. 

The problem ts, brother Hardin, and it is plain to me that, you 
don't know what I know or what I believe and in your present walk 
chances are you may never know! I see you as stil a legalst. And, 
brother Hardin, understanding forgiveness of sins is not a matter of ap- 
plying mental magic as you stated but it is simply a matter of studying 
and concentrahng on what the Bible teaches and understanding it. A 
superfluous, or hit and miss, study will boggle your mind. 

3508 Kerrville Avenue, Snyder, Texas 79549-5521 


Hots To Identify 


By Neal Griffin 


"Denoannatonalism”, is merely another name for divisiveness, 
which is a conditon of the heart. Drvisive Chnstians, assembling to- 
gether, constitute a divisive, sectanan, denominational church. Ever so 
often a new issue rears its ugly head and a few paid, pulpit ministers 
convince their followers that complance with the position is essential 
to salvation and a new schism is born Here is a partial list of issues on 
which God has not clearly spoken, but on which brethren have drawn 
lines of fellowship: one cup, fermented wine, one cup with handles, 
instastonal aids, head covers, premilleniahsm, struments of music, 
upper chamber, no Bible classes, and the located rmmster issue. Now 
please consider this very relevant question: Which of these issues has 
amything at all to do with salvation by grace through faith? Having 
truthfully answered the question, where does that put us when we 
draw lines of fellowship because of them? Who are the divisive ones? 
We had better clean up our divisive act. God hates a divisive spit 
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(Prov. 6:19 Drvisveness is a work of the flesh on a par with idol wor- 
ship and drunken orgies (Gal. 5:19-21). God does not even want us to 
keep company with a dmsive brother after two admonitions (Titus 
3:10). And finally, anyone who tries to destroy God's temple sanctuary 
will be destroyed (I Cor. 3:17). 

The dmsive, party spit rejects fellow Chnstans for non- 
compliance with its party positions, but Romans 15:7 says to "Accept 
(welcome) one another, as Christ accepted (welcomed) you, to the 
glory of God." Did Chuist insist that we have a perfect understanding 
when He accepted us? How then can we insist that our brethren nse 
to our level of understanding on every last (though contested) passage 
of scnipture? Brethren, we don't have any choice in this matter. The 
passage clearly says, "As Christ accepted you." What a hormble pros- 
pect to have reyected what God has accepted (Acts 10:15). 

Does your church have creedal entry requirements in addition 
to God's requirements for entry into His kingdom? If it does, you are a 
member of a denomnnatonal church. 

These thoughts cairy senous implications. Please consider 
them in light of the Word. 

10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 
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LETTER: Frankie Marie Shanks 

Thank you for anottsr mspiring issue of ENSIGN, October, 1995. I 
agree with you that you are forced, as it were, to comtime responding to Jere E. 
Frost's mane arguments. It is just possible that as he continues, God mght en- 
lighten him. Same of us need a lot of repetition. 

As I began to mature in freedom in Chnst, there were some views 
that I had allowad to be so deeply programmed mto my mind that I couldn't see 
arything, else even though I desperately wamtted to do so. As I tned to see 
another view, the camputer screen of my mind would not accept the new mes- 
sage, but conmtimied to bmng up the programmed (and locked mto place) views 
that I had beaid all my Chnstan Irfe. It was if I had been bramwastzal, and I 
believe I was. I aceded a lot of repetifious shidy which | diligently began. No, 
I dicn't just take sameone's word, but began to seriously study the Bible 
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together with authoritative word study books, very possibly for the first tme 
in my life. Previously, I had just repeated words that my teachers had 
given me and well selected portions of scripture by which they proved 
their conclusions. I thought that was studying - finding their texts in 
scripture and being able to present their views while teaching others 
that those certain scriptures "proved" that my view was the only cor- 
rect one! God, however, gave me an urge to study and enlightenment, 
but it also took a lot of repetition 1n my case. 

Harold Key's, "A Letter to a Filippino Inquirer" was so gyra- 
cious , well expressed and true! I thank him for writing and you for 
publishing it! 

I appreciate Elmer Prout's ability to discern the most important 
aspect of a text, or lesson, to draw his reader along until very suddenly 
the reader (at least I am) is abruptly struck by the obvious! He has 
done it again in "The Road to "Therefore' and Beyond." 

I continue to be enlightened by Dallas Burdette's lessons. I 
partaularty like his last paragyaph, and this especially, "... we can be 
about the great business of promoting the Christ of the church instead 
of the Church of Chnist.” 

After the iron curtain had come down and Russia was divding 
and becoming free, a well known lady missionary happened to drop by 
our house. She was enthusiastic about the new opportunities to take 
the gospel to former Communist countries. She said that it was im- 
erative that we of the Churches of Christ take advantage of this time 
because the Baptists were far ahead of us. I said, "Well, those folks 
will certainly teach Jesus!" She responded, "But, we have to be there 
to teach them about the Church!" 

I think her statement made it far more clear to me then, than 
ever before, that we of the Churches of Christ are indeed emphasiang 
the Clurch of Christ more than we are emphasizng the Chnist of the 
church! 

Eleanor Shermer had a very impressive lesson. I correspond 
with Eleanor and have grown to love her. 


2710 Crestwood Drive, Poplar Bluff, MO 63901 
215 


Biblically Speaking 
Where the Scriptures Speak, We Speak 
An Historical Investigation and Interpretation 


By Dallas Burdette Part 10 Division 4 (Final) 


Churches of Chnst 


We also face an additional obstacle sterammng from our herffage 

among Cliches of Chnst. We aften have assumed that our mots 

are simply in the New Testament and that we really have not been 

shaped in ary sigmficant way dy the imftervening history. We as- 

sume that our churches are simply New Testament cluuches, noth- 

Ing more and aocthing Jess The sects and denamuinanons of 

ProSminism may be products of history, but cur origins come en- 

hrely from the Bible. The implications of such an assumption are 

Clear. the recent past has scant value in clanfying who we are and 

from whence we have come.’ 

John Locke and Thomas Campbell employ the familiar phase, 
Churches of Chnst, to denote the people of God in the various cammmons, 
Neither one of these writers applies the expression in a denommational sense. 
In fact, no group, as far as this wmter is aware, mn Locke's day or Campbell's 
day, uses the term Church of Chnst in a denommahonal sense. There was not 
a Church of Chnst church as such. In fact, when Martin Litther (1483-1547) 
nailed his amety-five theses to the door of the cathedral at Wattenberg mn 1517, 
the Church of Chnst as a distinctive religious fellowshyp did not exist. This is 
not to derry that Chnst's conmmunity did not live, but the specific orgamzahon 
known as the Church of Chnst did not bodily breathe. 

It appears that many Chnstans thmk that bebevers have always 
employed the term Church of Chnst as the name of the clmrch The group 
known today by that demgnahon, that is to say, as a denammaton did not exist 


C. Leonard Allen and Richard T. Hughes, Discovering Our 
pees The Ancestry of Churckes of Christ, 2. 

The term “denomination is frequently employed by some 
Christians to distinguish the Lord's church from other religious groups, as 
if others do not belong to the Lord or constitute His church. 
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intl the time of Thomas and Alexander Campbell. A brief analysis of Locke's 
letter ccveals his concept of the true church of Chnst. One finds that Locke 
employs the familar phrase in the sense of God's communuty of believers, not 
a distinctive, sectanan religions body. 


A Letter Coocerning Tolecation 


But sitsce men are so solicitous about the true church, I would 
only ask them here by the way, if ft be not more agreeable to the 
church of Caritst to male the conditions of her coarmmion con- 
sist in such things, and such things only, as the Holy Spirit has in 
the holy Scriptures deriared in E press words, to be necessary to 
Salvation ? I ask, I say, whether this be not more agreeable to the 
church of Christ, than for men to impose their own urvertions 
and imerpxctaions upon others, as if they were of divine authonty; 
and to establish by ecclesiastical laws, as absolutely necessary to the 
profession of Clhrishanity such things as the holy Scriptures do ei- 
ther not mention, or at teast not expressly command? Whatever re- 
quires those things in order to ecclenastical common, which 
Const does not raquire in order 10 life @emal, he may perhaps in- 
deed constinfle a society accommodate to his own opinion, and his 
own advantage, ;but bow that can be called the chmsch of Christ, 
which is established upon laws that are not his, and which ex- 
cludes such persons from its Communion as he will one day receive 
into the Kingdorn of heaven, I understand not.” (Emphasis [bold] is 
one — DB) 


In the above paragraph, Locke sets forth the charactensnc measure 
of a truedlue church of Chnst: TOLERATION. In his time, fire and sword 
were the means of canfornity — agree or die. In the twenbeth cantury it is also 
conformity — agree or suffer excommmumication. He knew that Chnistians 
Could no more all think alike than all could look alike. Concemmg the issue of 
sameness in mdifers of understandmg, he wmites: 


..if any one endeavor to convert those that are erroneous unto the 
faith, by forcing them to profess things that they do not believe, and 
allowing them to practice things that the Gospel does not pent, it 
cammot be dotted undeed that such a one is dearous to have a mi- 
merous assembly joined in the same profession with hwnseif but 





John Loche, Letter Concerning Toleration. 
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that he parerpully uwends by those means to compose a ily 
Casistian church, is altoygther incredible. It is not therefore to be 
wondered at, if those who do not really contend for the advance 
ment of the true celigjon, and of the chmrcb of Christ, make use 
of arms that do not belong to the Chnstian warfare’ (Emphasis 
fbold] is mine-— DB). 


Even though Locke wrote the above quote over three tundred years 
ago, aevertheless, he still captures the essence of a trustworthy church of 
aula When he speaks of the church of Chnst, he does not have reference to 
a single body by that name. In fact, there was no such denarunafiamal group. 
In fact, whether one was Catholic or Protestant, one was still a member of the 
Church of Chnst For example, Locke himself belanged to the Anglican 
Church (Church of England). Locke confiustted the religious establishment for 
Its sectanan athtude toward other believers. In his day many Chnshans did not 
exhibit the spint of tolerabon for disagreement with the basic doctrines of the 
church. In other words, one had to belang to a parboular sect. This narrow at- 
tipude about the oature of the church brought about persenuifon As a result of 
this sectanan spint, Locke addressed himself to the masks of a true church of 
Chnst 

Even though he spake of the Chnstan church and the churcd of 
Chnst in the above quote, yet these expressions were not employed i a sectan- 
an fashion He cebuked the methods employed to bring about conformity 
with the church One must be left to his own consaence in his applicaban of 
the sacred Word. He also correctly assesses the meanmng of church. 

A Church then I tale to be a voluntary woety of men, jamng 

themselves togetfx> of their own accord, in order to the public wor- 

shipping of God, is such a manner as they judge acceprable to him, 

aiid effectiml to the salvation of their souls.. 

The above analysis of Locke's writings also agree with Campbell's 
understating of fellowship. Campbell too employs the expressian Churches 
of Ciinst throughout his now famous document to denote the Body of Chnst in 
gsxusa). Whether one is Presbytenan or Bapdst, he or she is still a member of 
the Church of Chnst. 


For Campbell, the Church of Chnst exsts in distinct religious €llow- 
ships. Ctnst's Church should “walk by the same rule.” By this he means that 


‘ Ibid., 16,17. 
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Chnstans should base their relanonshyp to one another upon one's fasth in Je- 
sus and submission to Him m their daily walk with God, not confonnity n 
doctrinal matters. Not only was Campbell mfivenced by Locke, but he also 
was Influenced by another group of believers who wrote the The First Lon- 
don Confession, 1644. Significantly, this Confesnon cecpgnized Christians n 
other distinct bodies. In fact, Arfide XLVI is similar in thoug}t-form to 
Campbell's Proposition Number Two: 

And although the particular Congregations be distinct and 

several Boubes, every one a compact and kant Citte m tt selfe; 

yet aie they all to walk by one and the same Rule, and by all 

Mmeanes conventent to have the counsell and help one of ancth- 

er mm all oeedful affaires of the Church, as members of one 

body in the comman faith under Christ their only head.” 

(Emphasis [bold] is tmne—- DB) 

The bold m both quotes illustrates the similarity between the two 
documents. One cannct read the Second document without conscious copying, 
Thus, both documents speak of the Church of Chnst easting in "particular 
and distinct societies, locally separate one from another." Campbell as well as 
the Bapnst believe that all that profess farth m Chnst and obedience to him are 
a pat of the Church of Chiist. It seems that it never occurs to him that he is 
not a member of the Church of Chnst, even though he is Presbytenan.. 

P.O. Bax 10284, Montgumery, Alabama 36120 


NEW BOOKLET AVAILABLE 


We have recently reprinted the booklet by Nomnan L. Parks, 
titled ''Woman's Place in Church Activity... Your $2.00 donation 
would help offset the cost of pnntng. We'll pay the postage. This isa 
companion booklet to Women In The Church by Brother Parks and 
Hoy Ledbetter. We'll send them both for $3.00 and welll still pay the 
postage. This is the last issue before completing the 1994/1995 bound 
volume XXU/XXIL to be bound in early Jamary 1996. You can or- 
der anytime at the ndiculously low price of $5.00 per volume. If this 
price bothers your conscience then add a few bucks untl the ache goes 
away. Incidentally, Merry Cheistmas! 


? Quoted in H. Leon McBeth, A Sourcebook for Baptist Herage 
(Nashville: Broadman, 1990), 51. 
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